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Bilingual education is the
result of societal factors,
and unless we attempt in some
way to account for those socio-
historical, cultural, and
economic-political factors which
lead to certain forms of bilingual
education, we will not be
able to understand or assess
the consequences of that
education.
(Paulston, 1977, p.88)
Systematic educational
evaluation consists of
a formal assessment of
the worth of educational
phenomena. The heart of
the definition involves
an assessment of worth,
or in other words, a
determination of merit.
(Popham, 1975, p.8)
It makes a lot more sense to assess U.S. bilingual education
programs in terms of employment figures upon leaving school, statistics
on drug addiction and alcoholism, suicide rates and personality
disorders, i.e. indicators which measure the social pathology which
accompanies social injustice rather than in terms of language skills.
Many of us see the bilingual education programs as an attempt to
cope with such social injustice rather than as an attempt at
efficient language teaching -- although the programs are that, too.
(Paulston, 1977, p.lOO)
No one wants to be
evaluated by
anybody at any
time.
(anonymous)
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Abstract
0^ Sel6ct6d Bilingual Education Pro.jects
(February 1981)
Norman Charles Gold
B.A., University of California at Los Angeles
M.A., University of Massachusetts, Ed.D., University of
Massachusetts.
Directed by: Professor Robert Sinclair
This study addresses the need for improved evaluation in local
bilingual education projects articulated by federal and state
officials, researchers, legislators, educational practitioners, and
the general public. The purpose of the study was to determine the
quality and appropriateness of local project evaluations in
bilingual education by conducting a meta-evaluation of selected
bilingual education projects. The CIPP model of Stufflebeam was
chosen to guide the meta-evalation, which focussed on the context
and input phases of the local project evaluations.
The methodology employed in the meta-evaluation included the
conceptualization of thirty-three criteria which were used to judge
the quality and appropriateness of the evaluation designs of Title
VII project proposals.
The criteria were developed by means of a review of the
literature, and were applied to the project proposals of a sample of
25 Title VII projects funded in California from 1975 through 1978.
A total of 75 proposals were reviewed and rated. The projects were
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representative of the geographic and language focus of bilingual
education projects in California for the three years studied.
For analysis, the meta-evaluation criteria were organized into
three screens. The conventional educational evaluation screen
consisted mainly of criteria pertaining to evaluation input (design,
instrumentation, and resource concerns), the bilingual education
evaluation screen consisted mainly of context phase criteria
(programmatic setting, evaluation goals, and the kinds of evaluative
questions that might be answered by the local project evaluation),
and the joint conventional/bilingual evaluation screen consisted
mainly of additional input criteria dealing with crucial design
issues.
It was found that none of the criteria were fully met by the
proposals studied. Like other local educational programs previously
studied, the evaluation designs for Title VII programs showed a
consistent lack of conventional evaluation rigor. Neither the
experimental or quasi -experimental designs for impact evaluation
purposes nor the context, input or process evaluation plans were
particularly convincing. Substantial mis-application of assessment
instruments was detected, and only limited attention was placed on
setting the groundwork for the evaluations to answer key questions
of impact or to provide the basis for program improvement.
Recommendations based on this study include: 1) The federal
government should revise rules and regulations regarding evaluation
of Title VII programs to encourage wider use of context, input
and
process evaluation, and to strengthen program impact
evaluations in
vii
settings where that is feasible, 2) The federal government should
set clearer standards of minimal quality for bilingual education
programs, including in those standards a number of the meta-
evaluation criteria used in this study, 3) Federal and state
governments should work with bilingual education service agencies to
train local bilingual education project staffs on the appropriate
uses of evaluation in local projects, and should disseminate
information on how to determine the types of evaluation most
appropriate for a given setting, and 4) Concerned agencies should
use every means available to inform educational practitioners and
the general public about the potentials and the limitations of local
project evaluation.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The revival of bilingual education^ in the United States dates
from the late 1960's, and the passage of Title VII of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1967 . For centuries prior to this
event, bilingual education had been a wide-spread, international
phenomenon (Lewis, 1976). It currently exists throughout the world,
and satisfies diverse needs. These include the assimilation of
individuals or groups into a mainstream society, the unification of
a multilingual society, and the embellishment or strengthening of
the education of elites (Ferguson, et al., 1977). More importantly,
bilingual education provides access to educational opportunities for
linguistic minority groups (Andersson & Boyer, 1970; Fishman, 1976),
and in some cases serves to revive or maintain minority languages
(Fishman, 1976; Spolsky & Cooper, 1977; von Maltitz, 1975).
Title VII provided for a national bilingual education effort
directed by the U.S. Office of Education, and for the funding of
bilingual education demonstration projects throughout the United
States. This program of supplementary federal aid has been
reinforced by court decisions requiring the provision of bilingual
education or other special services to limited-English-speaking
students ( Lau v. Nichols , 1974; Office for Civil Rights, DHEW, 1975;
Cintron v. Brentwood , 1977; Rios v. Read , 1976). Both the original
Title VII legislation in 1967 (Sanchez, 1973) and the 1974 and 1978
amendments to Title VII (Schneider, 1976) were brought about by
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2means of persistent struggles of Non English Language Background
(NELB) minority groups who have traditionally been excluded from
quality education and from full social, political and economic
participation in the United States. The largest and best documented
of these groups are Spanish speakers — principally Mexican-
Americans and Puerto Ricans (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
1971-73, 1976) — although there are large numbers of speakers of
Cantonese, Mandarin, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Lao, Portuguese, and
other languages who are participating in bilingual education
programs.
Numerous local education agencies have implemented some form of
bilingual education, and many states now have either permissive or
mandatory legislation for bilingual education (Geffert et al., 1975;
Irizarry, 1978). Indeed, the decade since 1968 has seen the growth
of these state programs as well as federal sponsorship of bilingual
education projects, mainly via Title VII, but also to a lesser
extent through such programs as Title I Migrant Education, Title
III, Title IV-C, Vocational Education, Right-to-Read, and the
Emergency School Aid Act/Desegregation (ESAA).
These programs have yet to overshadow, however, the national
impact of the federal demonstration and "basic programs" effort
funded through Title VII. It is estimated that Title VII funding
reached a cumulative total expenditure through FY 1978 of $625
million (Epstein, 1977b, p. 11). Expenditures for basic projects
during FY 1979 exceeded $102 million, with funding going to over
3552 projects in 47 states and territories. Approximately 250,000
limited-English-speaking students were enrolled in elementary and
secondary classroom instructional programs funded by Title VII
during FY 1979 (DACBE, 1979). This number of students, while
impressive, is only a fraction of the estimated national total of,
'4.2 million persons, between ages 4 and 18, who live in households
where other languages are spoken, and who speak languages other than
English themselves as their usual or second language" (Waggoner,
1976, p. 5). While many of these persons do speak English well,
"1.6 million persons age 4 and older are reported not to speak
English at all" (Waggoner, 1976, p. 5). Data from the
soon-to-be-compiled 1980 U.S. Census is expected to confirm a
substantial growth in non-English-1 anguage background (NELB)
citizens since the completion of these population estimates in 1976.
The objectives of the Bilingual Education Act (Title VII) were
stated with the typical opacity of federal law:
To establish equal educational opportunity for all
children, to encourage the establishment and operation of
educational programs using bilingual education practices,
techniques, and methods and to demonstrate effective ways
of providing, for children of limited English-speaking
ability, instruction designed to enable them, while using
their native or dominant language, to achieve competence in
the English language. (20 U.S.C. 880b (a))
This legislation and subsequent regulations did not further clarify
the goals of Title VII. Neither did they specify the approaches to
be used in meeting the goals nor the methods for evaluating projects
funded under Title VII. The complexity of providing education in
4two languages, the variety of Non English Background (NELB)
community needs, and the lack of guidance in the federal legislation
have led to a wide diversity in the characteristics of various
programs which have been implemented as bilingual education under
Title VII.
The ambiguity in federal law, and the various interpretations of
bilingual education are well documented in the literature (Epstein,
1977; Schneider, 1976). For some observers, like Epstein (1977),
bilingual education should focus only on raising scores on
standarized measures of English reading achievement. For others
(Fishman, 1976), it should promote the maintenance and growth of the
child's first language as well as English. For still others
(Cardenas, 1977; John and Souberman, 1977; Mackey, 1977: Paulston,
1977), bilingual education should make an impact on wide range of
academic, social, and political goals for the participant pupils and
their communities.
While the debate on the purposes of and rationales for bilingual
education rages on local, state and national levels, several authors
have provided some organization of the basic rationales. An
examination of their positions will illustrate the polarity of
positions taken on bilingual education. The works of A. Bruce
Gaarder, Rolf Kjolseth, and Joshua A. Fishman are the principal
guides for discussion; in addition, William Mackey's extensive
elaboration of a taxonomy of bilingual education (1970, 1977) serves
to illustrate the extent to which bilingual education is
5multivariate and multifaceted, even within the fairly concise
categories of the other authors.
Gaarder's (1967) original arguments were directed to the need
for providing instruction in the first language. He testified and
lobbied in support of passage of the Title VII provisions of 1967.
The reasons for using the first language (L^) as a medium of
content instruction, according to Gaarder are:
1. to avoid or lessen scholastic retardation in children
whose mother tongue is not the principal school
language;
2. to strengthen the bonds between home and school;
3. to avoid the alienation from family and linguistic
community that is commonly the price of rejection of
one's mother tongue and of complete assimilation into
the dominant linguistic group, and
4. to develop a strong literacy in the mother tongue in
order to make it a strong asset in the adult's life.
Gaarder (1967) goes on to state the rationale for providing
instruction by means of the second language (L 2 ):
1. to engage the child's capacity for natural,
unconscious language learning;
2. to avoid the problems of 'method aptitude,' etc.,
which beset the usual teaching of second languages;
3. to make the second language a means to an end rather
than an end in itself;
4. to increase second language experience without
crowding the curriculum;
5. plus other well-known reasons such as to teach the
national (dominant group) language, to provide a
lingua franca or a world status language, for cultural
enrichment, and economic gain.
6While Gaarder points out of the advantages of both and
instruction for the NELB pupil, Kjolseth sets up a bi -polar
continuum in his analysis of the rationales for implementation of
bilingual education programs:
All the options judged likely to produce ethnic language
shift can be collected into an ideal -typical and extreme
"assimilation model" and all those options which tend to
foster ethnic language maintenance into a polar
"pluralistic model. (1976, p. 122)
He uses the two types to provide the setting within which to
describe the elements of such programs, coming down clearly in favor
of the "pluralistic model." What is of interest for the present
discussion is that one might come up with a "bilingual education
program" based on either the assimilation or the pluralistic
rationale. This has, in practice, been quite the case; the
transitional bilingual programs in Massachusetts, California,
Illinois, and elsewhere are testimony to the vigor of the
assimilation model. But even within the framework of these laws,
some continue to promote and implement programs based on the
pluralistic model (Fernandez, 1977; Tilley, 1976).
Fishman (1976) has established three categories for discussion
of the rationales for bilingual education. They may not be entirely
exclusive categories as he presents them, but each carries with it
clear implications for distinct types of program implementation.
The categories are:
1. Compensatory
2. Enrichment
73. Group Maintenance
The first is closely related to Kjolseth's assimilation model, for
the compensatory rationale suggests that the limited-English-
speaking students are deprived, and must be compensated in order to
achieve in terms of the Anglo, dominant society's goals for
schooling.
The second category describes the kind of bilingual education
that has always been available to elites: schools (for the most
part, private) offer instruction in the home language and in one or
more languages of world status. There is no pressure for the
elimination of Lp merely the opportunity to acquire a second
language — usually one with widely recognized status .
The third category. Group Maintenance, is the rallying point for
some Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Native Americans and others, and it is
the reason many have struggled for bilingual education. Certainly
there are some who are moved to action by the compensatory
rationale, or a variant thereof: it is believed that the schools
must compensate for past failures to respond to the unique needs of
different learners. These people believe that the different learner
has been deprived by the inability of the schools, not by who or
what s/he is. Cultural and linguistic differences now require a
unique response from the schools according to federal law (Office
for Civil Rights, 1975), — a response that recognizes and interacts
constructively with those differences. Although there is a desire
for needed compensatory services, many (Castro, 1976; Fernandez,
1977; Rodriguez-Munoz et al., 1973; Tilley. 1976) ascribe to
Fishman's opinion that:
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These languages and cultures (must be) recognized not for
their manipulative, compensatory, and transitional
purposes, but as basic ingredients of a healthy individual
self-concept and of sound group functioning. Groups that
are deprived of their languages and cultures are dislocated
groups. Such groups have no alternative but to dump
dislocated and alienated students on the doorstep of the
school and of all other institutions of the larger
society. (1976, p. 34).
It is no wonder that the widely-divergent aims and rationales,
articulated by Gaarder, Kjolseth, and Fishman are found intermingled
in varying degrees in programs actually implemented as "bilingual
education" under Title VII (Tilley, 1976). In addition to the
diversity in broad aims for bilingual education, there are a myriad
of important background factors related to the specific languages of
a program, their status in the community and the world, the social,
political, psychological and pedagogical conditions of the pupils
and their community, and the ways in which pupils, staff and
community members actually use the two languages (Cummins, 1979;
Mackey, 1977; Spolsky et al., 1974). All of these background
factors may contribute to a unique bilingual education program in
every setting where it may be implemented (MacKey, 1977).
Some programs emphasize the use of as a medium of
instruction, and aim to develop equivalent skills in and in
English, while other programs have been found to carry out
'bilingual* instruction, without bilingual teachers, and with little
or no emphasis on the primary language of the students (Danoff, et
9al.. 1977, 1978; Lopez & Cervantes, 1978). This multiplicity of
goals and the strategies for reaching them has led to the
implementation of bilingual education programs that have more
differences than similarities. These same diverse goals and
strategies have made the evaluation of bilingual education programs
a frustrating exercise for both the evaluators and their audiences.
Statement of the Problem
After nearly a decade of silence on the topic of evaluation,
bilingual educators are finally turning their attention to the
potentials of local project evaluation to help modify and improve
the implementation of programs and to answer the questions about the
effects of these programs on their participants and their
communities (Bissell, 1979; Cohen, 1979; Cooper, R.L., 1978; Mackey,
1977; Medina, 1975; Tucker & Cziko, 1978; USCCR, 1975). With
mounting political pressure to establish the effectiveness of
bilingual education (Epstein, 1977a, 1977b; Schneider, 1976), the
use of local program evaluation for answering the impact questions
has been most emphasized (Bissell, 1979; GAO, 1976; Swain, 1976).
That the need for evaluation has so recently been discovered is
surprising, since ten years ago proponents of Title VII promoted a
research and demonstration program which would fund projects at the
local level for a limited number of years in order that these local
school districts might develop exemplary programs of bilingual
education. To date, only four such model projects have been
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recommended for dissemination (Campeau et al., 1975), and even these
were not widely disseminated (Johnson, note 1).
In their search for exemplary projects, Campeau et al. (1975)
lamented the poor quality and lack of rigor found in evaluation
procedures and reports.^ The failure of projects to adequately
document and evaluate their treatments and outcomes has raised a hue
and cry among educators, HEW officials, researchers and legislators
(Dulay and Burt, 1977; Epstein, 1977; GAO, 1976). It is claimed,
with reason, that the evaluation component in bilingual education
has been sorely neglected.
While it is true that numerous investigators seek to research
selected effects of bilingual education (note reviews in Dulay and
Burt, 1977; Paulston, 1977; Saldate, 1977), the program and project
evaluation needs for bilingual education have only recently been
examined. Evaluations have been of little help for the purpose of
project modification and improvement and have failed in the purpose
of revealing the extent to which a given project has met national or
local objectives. It is claimed that local project evaluations have
failed to reveal the extent to which bilingual education as an
approach is having the academic, social or political effects claimed
for it (Alkin et al., 1977; Campeau et al., 1975; Danoff et al.;
Dulay and Burt, 1977; Paulston, 1977; Zappert and Cruz, 1977).
From 1970 until 1979, Title VII projects were on an annual basis
required to submit a project proposal, an interim report and a final
evaluation report to the Office of Education (OE) and to the
11
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appropriate state agency (SEA). The federal requirements for
these evaluation reports and the realities of school programs
combine to mitigate against the conduct of evaluations which can be
equally useful to the various audiences in need of evaluative data
(Alkin et al., 1974; Alkin, Daillak and White, 1979). In trying to
satisfy the needs of diverse audiences, but serving none of them
well, poor evaluations of bilingual education projects appear to be
hampering the growth and development of bilingual education.
Specifically, it has been claimed (Campeau et al., 1975; Danoff et
al., 1977: Epstein, 1977; GAO, 1976; USCCR, 1975) that the following
have been hindered by the lack of good evaluations:
• Process of improvement of curriculum and instruction
for NELB pupils,
• Identification of particularly effective and
ineffective approaches to bilingual education,
• Identification of the key factors in the mechanism of
successful bilingual education,
• Timely provision of technical assistance to projects
in various stages of development,
• Development of effective public relations in support
of bilingual education at the local, state and
national levels.
After a study of Title VII documents and an independent review
of achievement data {1972-73) from 16 bilingual education
projects,
the General Accounting Office (GAO, 1976) found that.
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OE does not know whether the program is meeting the special
educational needs of the target population because LEA
evaluations are not designed to provide comprehensive
objective evidence of the program's effect on
participants, (p. 41)
Poorly designed and implemented project evaluations are now
considered to be a major problem for Title VII. ^ Poor evaluations
result in a lack of reliable information on both the processes and
outcomes of bilingual education projects that are funded by Title
VII. Recognizing this lack, the Office of Education sponsored the
Bilingual Education Technical Assistance (BETA) project (National
Advisory Council on Bilingual Education, 1977; Irizarry, 1978b) to
improve the capability of school districts to conduct internal
evaluation of bilingual programs. An initial assumption in funding
this project was that districts needed guidance about assessment
instruments and alternative design models (National Advisory
Council, 1977). Others, however, have pointed out that the lack of
utility of local project evaluations has as much to do with the
federal evaluation reporting requirements and timing of the reports
(Keesee, Note 2), as with other factors. Those factors include the
way in which evaluations are planned in isolation from the project
and its personnel (Diaz, Johnson, Note 3), and a program
application, planning, and implementation cycle which leaves little
room for ensuring the development of an evaluation effort reflective
of the needs of key decision-makers and information-users (Patton,
1978).
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Earlier studies (Alkin et al.. 1974; Baca. 1978a). have found
that principal evaluators of bilingual education programs are likely
to have preparation at the master's or doctoral level in education
or related fields. They are often outside consultants to the local
district, and generally have little formal preparation in bilingual
education and related subjects. Based on responses from 123 project
evaluators. Baca (1978a) reports that the evaluators expressed the
greatest need for information and guidance regarding critical
evaluations of bilingual tests, and evaluation models for bilingual
education. The findings of the study confirm the need for
improvements in evaluation of bilingual education from the point of
view of the evaluator, as well as from the point of view of the
audiences of evaluation efforts noted above.
Sanders and Nafziger (1976) present a checklist by which to
assess the adequacy of evaluations in the planning or proposal
stage. Their assumption is that such attention to detail in advance
is essential to the improvement of evaluation designs, and to the
development of more useful evaluative information. Studies of Title
VII project proposals (applications for funding) have found only
limited evidence of planning for evaluation (Hess & Shore, 1972;
Ehrlich & Shore, 1972; Rodriguez-Munoz, 1973), and there is
substantial anecdotal evidence (Johnson, Note 3) that evaluators
have only minimal involvement in the preparation of project
proposals. In many cases, the actual evaluation plan is not put
into effect until well into the first year of program operations.
14
Figure 1. The major components of a bilingual education project
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The Title VII proposal lays the groundwork for several years of
project activities. At this point detailed evaulation plans should
be presented in order to mesh with the philosophy of the project and
with the specific objectives of the instructional, curriculum and
materials development, staff training, parent participation, and
management components which are required ingredients of every basic
Title VII project (See Figure 1). The proposal is frequently the
only document available to federal reviewers making funding
decisions, and as such plays an important role in communicating
project intents and procedures. The proposal is unquestionably a
distant step removed from actual program implementation;
nevertheless, it is the only existing concrete source of information
close to the reality of the local school district program
(Rodriguez-Munoz, 1973).
An informal reading of some recent Title VII project proposals
confirmed the existence of some of the problems with evaluations
highlighted in the literature (Coward & Cervantes, 1977; Dulay &
Burt, 1977; Molony, 1976; Paulston, 1977). There is a notable lack
of linkage among a theoretical foundation of the bilingual program,
the proposed implementation of the program, and the proposed
evaluation designs. The minimal federal regulations (US DHEW/OE,
1976) for Title VII evaluation designs are not adhered to.
Evaluation is planned for selected components, but missing entirely
for others. While some proposal writers indicate the intention of
carrying out formative^ evaluation or complex multivariate
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analyses of data, there is little evidence of sufficient planning
which would guide the actual implementation of such procedures. In
sum, there are indications that an evaluation of evaluation
(meta-evaluation) in bilingual education projects may be useful, and
that this meta-evaluation should focus on the setting in which the
evaluation will take place, and on the designs or plans for the
evaluation.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to conduct a meta-evaluation,
(Scriven, 1969; Stufflebeam, 1974a) of selected bilingual education
projects. The model which guides the meta-evaluation is
Stufflebeam' s CIPP model (1974b), and his conceptualization of meta
g
evaluation within the CIPP framework (1974a). The decision-
facilitation goal of the CIPP model is tempered with a substantial
dose of "determination of merit or worth," a la Scriven (Popham,
1975) based on extrinsic judgements of the current needs of
bilingual education for adequate and appropriate evaluation.
The meta-evaluation focuses on the setting of the proposed
evaluations and the evaluation goals — the "context" phase in
Stufflebeam' s terms (1974b). It also addresses the plan, design,
and resources for carrying out the evaluations — the "input" phase,
per Stufflebeam (1974b).
The relevant decision-makers who are viewed as comprising the
primary audience of this meta-evaluation are educational
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policy-makers at federal and state levels. Other interested
decision-makers include Title VII project directors and evaluators
and state officials who are responsible for over-seeing similar
evaluations of state bilingual education projects.
The decisions to be served by the meta-evaluation consists of
planning decisions and structuring decisions (Stufflebeam, 1974b).
Specifically, such decisions may include planning decisions which
focus on the problems encountered by Title VII evaluations, and how
these might be solved. These planning decisions deal with
determinations of the necessary and appropriate goals for Title VII
evaluations, and may lead to changes in federal regulations
governing the evaluation of Title VII projects.
The meta-evaluation also serves structuring decisions which
focus on the problems of evaluation procedures. Included are
decision choices among alternative evaluation designs, technigues,
instruments and methodologies of analysis.
The study is descriptive and longitudinal. It describes
evaluation goals and evaluation designs as proposed by selected
Title VII projects for the three academic years, 1975-76, 1976-77,
and 1977-78. The study is comparative to the extent that it draws
on intrinsic standards (Popham, 1975) of educational project
evaluation for judgements of adequacy, as well as on criteria of
bilingual education project evaluation for judgements of adequacy
and appropriateness.
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The accountability role is emphasized in this meta-evaluation.
Stufflebeam (1974b) has equated this role with Scriven's summative
(See footnote 7) evaluation (p. 122). The summative
(accountability) role responds to the need to determine how well
evaluation has served the needs of Title VII to date.
The specific research objectives of this study are to:
• Conceptualize meta-evaluation criteria by which to
judge the quality and appropriateness of proposed
Title VII bilingual education project evaluations.
• Apply the meta-evaluation criteria to selected Title
VII, bilingual education project proposals for the
years 1975-78.
• Obtain and report data on the extent to which selected
Title VII, ESEA, bilingual education project proposals
meet the criteria.
Assumptions
The approach to evaluation — and, hence, meta-evaluation
—
taken by this study is framed by several basic assumptions regarding
the nature of evaluation, its role as part of a social science
tradition, and the nature of the evaluation utilization from the
perspective of various audiences. While the definition of
evaluation used in this study (see below) rests squarely on the
provision of information to decision-makers, the literature
is not
at all consistent in providing definitions of
standards of
19
utilization for various audiencos. Indeed, it appears that
evaluation may be used only indirectly in making decisions (Cohen &
Garet, 1975) and that the perceived usefulness of an evaluation
report is, at times, more a function of the report's weight than of
the quality of the information provided (Alkin et al., 1974).
Schneider (1976) reports that, on the national level, evaluation and
research had little to do with policy decisions on amendments to
Title VII, ESEA in 1974). The competing factors which she
identified as more influential were personalities, political
interests, institutional constraints, and key lobbyists, along with
legislative staffs.
Indeed, the quality of information provided to decision-makers
may be as good from poorly-designed studies as it is from
well-designed studies (Mansfield & Busse, 1977). Should this lack
of consistency bother us? Yes and no. On the one hand, we know
that human behavior in real world settings is not analagous to the
behavior of plants in an experimental laboratory. Nevertheless, we
expect social science to predict and explain human behavior in ways
that can guide public policy. Of course, there will always be
limits to the accuracy of those predictions and the validity of the
explanations. Since there are no absolute standards of usefulness
of evaluation, it may well be that a poorly-designed and executed
evaluation study is as "good" as a well-designed one. This is
counter-intuitive, but true if we consider the perspective of
various evaluation audiences. Yes, we do need a firm base of social
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science to guide local, state, and national decision-making, but no,
the information needs at these various levels are not the same, and
may not be well-served by the identical evaluation efforts.
Cohen and Garet (1975) shed light on the role of applied social
research in national policy-making, and argue that such research is
really part of a national discourse about society and its problems,
rather than a clearly-defined input for the making of discrete
policy decisions. Their thesis is convincing, and places a burden
on evaluators and the users of evaluation to participate openly in
that discourse, incorporating the views, discourse styles,
information needs, and rules of communication of various evaluation
audiences. It is a basic assumption of this study that utilization
for decision-making is at the heart of the evaluation enterprise,
and that utilization may be characterized by either indirect,
incremental impact on decisions, or by direct and immediate impact
(Alkin, Daillak & White, 1979). Since it is not well defined, and
may take a wide variety of forms, utilization of evaluation is not
always recognized. One instance of utilization may be the decision
by a national agency to discontinue funding of a program whose
evaluation report indicates failure of the project to implement the
program as stipulated in its proposal. Another instance of
utilization may be the confirmation of hunches held by local project
staff on the best ways to develop oral English skills for a specific
group of first-graders.
All will agree that a major funding decision is quantitatively
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and qualitatively unlike the "confirmation of hunches", yet both may
be important uses of evaluation. The approach taken in this study
rests on the assumption that both these types of utilization should
be possible for evaluation conducted for local bilingual education
projects.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions will be used for the purpose of this
study. A list of acronyms may be found immediately following
appendix C.
Educational Evaluation .
Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and
providing useful information for judging decision
alternatives. (Stufflebeam, 1974b, p. 121).
Systematic educational evaluation consists of a formal
assessment of the worth of educational phenomena. (Popham,
1975, p. 8).
Popham's definition (see also Scriven in Popham, 1974)
complements the decision-facilitation definition of Stufflebeam.
Popham states: "Because the evaluator is decision-focused, however,
the necessity to attach estimates of worth to educational phenomena
cannot be escaped... educational decisions always involve
comparisons between alternative courses of action." (Popham, 1975,
p. 13).
Bilingual Education .
A program of bilingual education is that defined in the federal
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regulations (USDHEW/OE, 1976) as:
(1) A program of instruction, designed for children of limited
English-speaking ability in elementary or secondary schools, in
which, with respect to the years of study to which such program
is applicable:
(i) There is instruction given in, and study of, English
and (to the extent necessary to allow a child to progress
effectively through the educational system) the native or
dominant language of the children of limited English
speaking ability;
(ii) Such instruction is given with appreciation for the
cultural heritage of such children; and
(iii) With respect to elementary school instruction, such
instruction is given in all courses or subjects of study
necessary to allow a child to progress effectively through
the educational system.
It has been noted that this definition has sufficient vagueness
to allow for interpretations of bilingual education as either
transitional/assimilationist programs or maintenance/cultural
9
pluralism programs (Danoff, et al., 1977; Epstein, 1977b).
Meta-evaluation .
A procedure for describing an evaluation activity and
judging it against a set of ideas concerning what
constitutes good evaluation. (Stuff lebeam, 1974a, p. 68).
Meta-evaluation is a higher-order evaluation which may cover all
or part of the decision-serving roles of evaluation (Stuff lebeam,
1974a, 1974b; see also discussion at footnote 8). It is evaluation
of evaluation. Meta-evaluation is distinguished from an audit or
secondary evaluation , which terms usually apply to reviews of the
procedures used in evaluation, and/or to verification of the
findings of a previous evaluation. Secondary evaluations may
include the extension of findings by means of additional analyses
of
original data. The term "meta-evaluation" appears to have
been
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introduced into the educational evaluation literature by Scriven
(1969), and has received its most extensive elaboration by
Stufflebeam (1974a). Wentling and Klit (1973) present an example of
an application of meta-evaluation theory to a statewide evaluation
system while Matuszek and Lee (1977) conducted a meta-evaluation at
the school district level. Although a new field of study,
meta-evaluation can draw on the work of various investigators who
have developed standards for educational research (Bartos, 1969;
Campbell and Stanley, 1966; Gephart & Bartos, 1969). This work
forms a solid foundation for the statistical and technical aspects
of educational evaluation. Sanders and Nafziger (1976) present an
example of a methodology for assessing the merits of proposed and
completed evaluation efforts and summarize the standards of good
evaluation compiled earlier by Stufflebeam, Stake, Worthen and
others. Stufflebeam distinguishes between formative meta-evaluation
which is done, "to insure that the primary evaluation will be done
as adequately, efficiently, fairly, and usefully as possible," and
summative meta-evaluation designed "to publicly expose strengths and
weaknesses of completed evaluation and thereby to protect
practitioners and consumers from the application of faulty
conclusions and recommendations" (1978, p. 6). Gowin and Millman
(1978) explore the utility of meta-evaluation for making
contributions to the study of, "(1) the practice of evaluation, (2)
the concept of value, (3) the criteria for judging evaluation, and
(4) the procedures for conducting meta-evaluations" (p.
3). They
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assert that, "the ultimate goal in studying the practice of
evaluation is to understand it and improve it in much the same way
that the goal of many evaluations ... is to understand and improve a
program or product" (p. 3).
Significance of the Study
The study responds to the expressions of need for improvement of
Title VII project evaluations voiced by numerous critics and
practitioners in recent years (Campeau et al., 1975; Cardenas, 1977;
Dulay and Burt, 1977; Epstein, 1977ab; GAO, 1976; Paulston, 1977;
Troike, 1978; Tucker, 1978).
While several of the above studies have reviewed project
evaluations for other purposes (notably Campeau et al., 1974), none
have undertaken to conduct a formal meta-evaluation. The only
previous comprehensive study of Title VII evaluations (Alkin et al.,
1974) was limited to data from 1970-71 — Title VII's second full
year of operation. That study focused almost exclusively on
conventional evaluation concerns, and only on the requirements for
evaluation of the instructional component.
Medina (1975) prepared an elaborate checklist of evaluation
requirements derived from general evaluation theory, federal
regulations, and bilingual education needs, but studied only one
project evaluation as a pilot investigation. There is a clear need
to describe bilingual education in terms of a clear set of criteria
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dBrivGd from the ideas of thoughtful individuals concerning what
constitutes good evaluation.
Improvements in evaluation of Title VII projects may lead to
improvements in the evaluation of other programs. Title VII is a
major federal effort addressed to meeting educational needs of NELB
pupils. As of 1979-80 it helped over 552 projects teach more then
250,000 pupils subject matter in Spanish and 67 other languages
(DACBE, 1979). Efforts to improve evaluation in Title VII will
serve as a model for the improvement of evaluation in bilingual
education programs funded under other federal titles and under state
statutes. Other non-bilingual programs may benefit as well.
A further significance of the study is that it may help identify
important linkages between types of bilingual education programs and
their objectives on the one hand, and the most appropriate
evaluation designs and techniques on the other. In addition,
individual assessment of pupil progress may be improved through a
greater undertaking of the use and abuse of certain testing and
assessment practices in bilingual projects.
Delimitations
The study is delimited by the following factors, categorized as
conceptual and methodological. The conceptual deliminations stem
from the choice of definitions of evaluation (p. 21, supra) . Since
evaluation is defined as the process of delineat ing, obtaining, and
providing useful information for judging decision alternative.
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there is an implicit recognition of the existence of at least some
decision-makers who:
1. have certain goals and/or expectations, and,
2. anticipate having those goals and/or expectations met,
and,
3. usually must hold projects accountable for the use of
public funds obtained with the promise of working
toward those certain goals (i.e., the improvement of
pupil achievement or other outcomes anticipated from
bilingual education).
This study is therefore not compatible with, nor does it
address, the very different views that:
• Evaluation must stem only from, and respond only to,
the information needs of the immediate participants in
a given project (Hammond, as cited in Worthen and
Sanders, 1973), or that
• Evaluation must be entirely goal-free (attributed to
Scriven, although he denies exclusive use of Goal-Free
Evaluation in Popham, 1974).
Another conceptual delimitation is the restriction of the
meta-evaluation to the Context and Input phases (see footnote 8).
This study will not focus on either the actual implementation of the
evaluations (Process) nor on the evaluation reports produced
(Product). The focus on Context and Input allows the investigator
to look carefully and precisely at the phases of evaluation which
are pre-requisites for the implementation of successful evaluations
in field settings. Furthermore, it responds to a need for
information regarding evaluation objectives and designs expressed by
both federal and state decision-makers. They want better criteria
by which to judge the evaluation components of project proposals (OE
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response to GAO recommendations in GAO, 1976, p. 66 et passim ;
Cervantes, R.A., Note 4).
It should be noted that because of the restriction to the
Context and Input phases a number of the obvious criteria for good
evaluation are not applied in this meta-evaluation. For example,
some factors such as internal and external validity, reliability,
and objectivity can only be inferred from a study of the context and
input phases. Other utility-related factors can be studied, such as
relevance (Does the evaluation attempt to answer questions posed by
key audiences?), importance (Does the evaluation examine the most
significant variables?), and scope (Does the evaluation examine a
wide range of important variables?). Additional factors cited by
Stufflebeam (1974a) are clearly beyond the scope of this study,
including: efficiency (Is the study cost-effective?), timeliness
(Is the evaluation in time to influence practice?), and
pervasiveness (To what extent are evaluation findings disseminated?).
The methodological delimitations include a purposeful
restriction of the data base in terms of geography, project size,
project experience, and grade range. California was selected as the
geographical setting for two major reasons:
• The California State Department of Education (CSDE)
expressed an interest in the study, and a willingness
to provide access to documents and to support
services. There is a likelihood that findings of this
study may influence the evaluation requirements of the
state's own bilingual education programs, and that the
findings may be appliod to the Title VII projects to
which the California State Department of Education
provides technical assistance.
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• California's Title VII projects represent a wide range
of ethnic and language groups in various urban and
rural settings. There is a broad range of Title VII
experience, and an extensive commitment to bilingual
education at the state and local levels. In addition,
California is the state with the single largest number
of Title VII projects, and the largest number of
potential bilingual education pupils.
The methodological delimitations are such that care must be
exercised in generalizing to projects of characteristics distinct
from those in the sample. While there is no reason to believe that
Title VII evaluations in projects outside California differ
substantially from those in the sample, neither is there clear
evidence of their similarities.^^
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
This introduction has provided the background to a major problem
facing bilingual education: the lack of quality local project
evaluations. A meta-evaluation study has been proposed to examine
the extent to which this problem exists in a sample of bilingual
education projects in California, and to describe the context and
input phases of their evaluations.
The remainder of the study consists of a review of the
literature on conventional educational evaluation and on bilingual
education evaluation (chapter II), a description of the methodology
employed to develop meta-evaluation criteria, and to apply those
criteria to a sample of bilingual education project proposals
(chapter III), and a presentation and discussion of the findings
of
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the study (chapter IV). The summary includes a discussion of
implications of this study for educational projects and for state
and federal government, as well as recommendations for additional
study (chapter V). We turn now to the review of the literature.
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Notes
1. The term, "bilingudl education" will be used throughout the
paper. The longer form, "bilingual-bicultural education,"
reaffirms a necessary cultural emphasis, but is, nevertheless,
more cumbersome and technically redundant — language being one
integral manifestation of culture.
2. P.L. 90-247, Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1967, signed January 1968, was Amended in 1974 by P.L.
93-380, and again in 1978 by P.L. 95-561.
3. The acronym, NELB, will be used throughout this study to
designate the non English language background pupils or
community who are the target recipients of benefits or services
from Title VII. NELB, as a term, succeeds in accurately naming
the target population while avoiding the mystery or inaccuracies
of LES/NES (Limited or non English speaking) NOM (National
Origin Minority), or NEMT (Non English mother tongue), which
must be empirically determined. The term, NELB, appears to have
first surfaced in the joint NIE/NCES "Children's English and
Services Study, (CESS)" (1976-80).
In California, NELB students can be identified as those students
who have a primary language other than English. The non-English
language is the primary language if that language has been
identified by the use of the Home Language Survey as the
language the student first learned, the language spoken most
frequently by the parents with the student, or the language most
often spoken by the adults at home.
4. The Campeau et al. (1975) study covered evaluation report data
for 1973-74. It was not until 1975 (USDHEW/OE, 1975, 1976) that
OE issued specific regulations regarding the nature and design
of project evaluations and reports. Even these regulations
(which were in effect for the first time for the 1975-76
projects) require the reporting of only a minor portion of
project evaluation data.
5. Since FY 1979 the interim (mid-year) report is no longer
required.
6. It should be noted, however, that bilingual education is being
asked to prove itself with research evidence of national impact
in ways that no other approach or large-scale federal program
has succeeded in doing to date (Campeau et al., 1975; Danoff, et
al., 1977; Saldate, 1977).
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For example, in terms of specific instructional approaches,
Danoff et al. assert:
Research to date on which classroom processes are most
effective in terms of optimal student attitudes and
achievement is inconclusive. For example, we do not yet
know for sure that there are academic advantages for all
children in such practices as grouping, team teaching,
enrichment programs, or individualized instruction (1977:
A-28).
Saldate contends that the entire effort to establish
effectiveness of schooling is a frontier about which we know
little:
Education in the United States has long been confronted
with the problems of measuring its effectiveness in terms
of both individual and group outcomes and identifying the
specific factors contributing to the effectiveness of the
learning process. Hodgkinson (1976) has reported that 119
billion dollars have been spent annually in the U.S. for
education in general; yet, as reported by the Rand
Corporation (1971) in an extensive review of research
results regarding educational effectiveness, "research has
found nothing that consistently and unambiguously makes a
difference in student outcomes" (1977, p. 1).
Although poor Title VII evaluations are a legitimate cause for
concern, it should be noted that the quality of these
evaluations is not unusual when compared with other, similar
educational endeavors. Campeau et al. comment:
Practically every study of this type over the years from
several research organizations and across a variety of
educational programs including compensatory education,
reading programs, and now bilingual education has pointed
to poor experimental design, to the lack of planning for
evaluation, to inappropriate use of statistical methods,
and to a general lack of evidence one way or the other.
AIR'S experience ... of finding fewer than 5% of programs
which are in receipt of public monies and have evaluation
studies good enough to make closer study worthwhile is by
no means unique. (1975, p. 45).
7. Scriven (1967), Stufflebeam (1974b) and others have used the
formative/summative evaluation dichotomy in various ways. Alkin
et al., (1974) preferred to restrict the term 'formative to
evaluation taking place during the early (first two) years of a
project, and, 'summative' to the evaluation taking place in
32
later (third and fourth years). This seems inappropriate, and
the use of the terms by proposal writers and project evaluators
in the one we will adopt here:
Formative evaluation is that which relies on data collected
and fed back during the school year.
Summative evaluation is that which relies on data collected
during the school year (frequently, but not always, pre-
and post-testing), which is assembled, analysed and
interpreted in year end reporting.
There are other important distinctions between formative and
summative evaluation, such as the stance of the evaluator,
design of the evaluation, instrumentation, relevant
decision-makers, etc. See particularly Alkin et al., (1974, p.
90-100), Scriven and Stufflebeam in Popham (1974).
8. The CIPP model was originally developed as a response to ESEA
program evaluation needs, and is judged to be the most
appropriate model to guide this meta-evaluation. The rationale
for this choice is that the CIPP model is comprehensive, it
avoids the narrowness of the goal attainment models (per Popham,
1975), or those which rely on a purely experimental design. The
CIPP model is proven in many settings similar to Title VII
projects; and it breaks up evaluation tasks in ways that are
seen as clearly relevant to the Title VII evaluation problems
already identified (Stufflebeam et al., 1971; Stufflebeam, 1974a
and 1974b).
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The following is an example of how the CIPP model fits this
meta-evaluation study of Title VII:
Types of decisions^
to be made
Evaluation roles^
Representative Title
VII meta-evaluation
questions
PLANNING DECISIONS CONTEXT EVALUATION
serves planning
decisions by ident-
ifying unmet needs,
unused opportunities
and underlying prob-
lems.
What are the Title
VII evaluation
problems? What
should be the goals
of Title VII evalua-
tions?
STRUCTURING
DECISIONS
INPUT EVALUATION
serves structuring
decisions by pro-
jecting and analyzing
alternative procedural
designs.
What design/metho-
dological alterna-
tives exist to meet
these Title VII
evaluation goals?
What data and
resources exist
which tend to
recommend certain
alternative
designs, techniques,
etc.?
IMPLEMENTING^
DECISIONS
PROCESS EVALUATION
serves implementing
decisions by monitor-
ing project operations
How are Title VII
evaluations being
carried out?
What are the
difficulties
encountered in
implementing
appropriate and
adequate designs?
recycling‘s
DECISIONS
PRODUCT EVALUATION
serves recycling
decisions by iden-
tifying and assess-
ing project results
Are valuable
evaluation reports
being prepared?
Are the pro-
ducts of the
evaluations of
utility to
decision-makers?
3 Adapted from Stufflebeam (1974b, p. 121]
b Note that Process and Product evaluation are not part of
the
design of this meta-evaluation.
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9. This study will accept the Title VII definition of bilingual
education as an accurate statement of the (often fuzzy) status
quo. Compare, however, the Title VII definition with a more
comprehensive ideal definition advanced by the author: (Gold,
1977, p. 24).
Bilingual education is a comprehensive instructional
program which consistently recognizes, validates and uses
two languages as media of instruction. Study of the
history and culture associated with the pupils' mother
tongue is an integral part of bilingual education.
The program is understood to be bicultural to the extent
that it accepts and reinforces the learner's home culture
as well as provides for the learning of appropriate skills,
norms, values and behaviors which will enable the learner
to respond to advantage to available opportunities of the
dominant culture. It provides skills for action.
Bilingual education helps the learner focus on the
positive, energy-giving aspects of ethnocentrism, and helps
her/him move beyond that ethnocentrism to a healthy
acceptance of his/her own ethnicity and the ethnicity of
others. (Gold, 1977, p. 24).
10. One might hypothesize possible differences due to greater or
lesser influence of the major evaluation theorists on a
geographic basis, or some ethnic, language, or climatological
variables; but note the conclusions of Campeau et al . (1975)
where evaluations of Title VII projects in all parts of the
country were judged to be substantially flawed.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter contains a review of relevant research and
literature. The purposes of the review are four, and are presented
in the following order. First, the need for improvements of
evaluation in bilingual education projects is established by
examination of both the conventional and bilingual education
evaluation literature. Second, a brief history of the neglect of
evaluation in bilingual education is presented, and specific
evaluation problems found in bilingual education settings are
discussed. Third, the relationship between evaluation and research
is clarified, and general limitations of conventional educational
evaluation are noted in order to provide a perspective on the
requirements for evaluation in bilingual education.
Finally the review presents meta-evaluation criteria for both
conventional educational evaluation and the unique evaluation
concerns raised in bilingual education settings. The results of
this review are three meta-evaluation screens — sets of ideas —
which describe what constitutes good evaluation. The three screens
are:
1. Conventional educational evaluation
2. Bilingual education evaluation
3. Joint Conventional/Bilingual
These screens are developed for the context and input phases of the
meta-evaluation. That is, this meta-evaluation will assess the
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merits of proposed evaluations, and will examine both the needs,
goals and setting (the context), as well as the designs and
resources to be used (inputs) for the proposed evaluations.
Need for Improvements of Evaluation
Conventional educational evaluation .
The general need for improved evaluation of local educational
projects has been recognized since the early days of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). Stufflebeam reports
that Congress made it a condition of federal funding that each of
the various programs funded under this Act include an evaluation
component to determine, "whether. . .huge expenditures for education
are producing the desired effects. Even more important than this,
educators themselves need evaluative information to provide rational
bases for their decisions among alternative plans and procedures"
(1969, pp. 42-43).
Stufflebeam detailed a number of problems facing educational
evaluation — problems which persist ten years later. He attributed
much of the difficulty in obtaining useful evaluation to: "a lack
of trained evaluators, a lack of appropriate evaluation instruments
and procedures, and lack of adequate evaluation theory" (1969, p.
45). Responses to these problems, in Stufflebeam's opinion would be
required to help educators provide evaluations, "which are at the
same time useful and scientifically respectable" (1969, p. 45).
He
noted that, "evaluations which adhere to classical research
methods
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provide information which is of only limited help in making
decisions about programs", and that, "the typical 'no significant
difference' findings in.. .many of these evaluations contravene the
experiences of those who are intimately involved in the programs,"
(p. 45). Guba also noted that evaluation plans in Title III
proposals were weak. He concluded:
It is very dubious whether the results of these evaluations
will be of much use to anyone. They are likely to fit
well, however, into the conventional school man's
stereotype of what evaluation is: something required from
on high that takes time and pain to produce but which has
very little significance for action. (1967, p. 312)
Kruger (1970) noted that, "the typical federally-supported
project has an evaluation process that is unplanned, partial,
incompetent, uncoordinated, remote, terminal, narrow in perspective,
and under-funded" (p. 7). Noting some of the same problems with
evaluation of federally-funded local school projects, Wholey et al.
(1970) were pessimistic regarding the future of impact evaluations
in local projects:
Local evaluation of an individual project is usually not
feasible unless the project was developed as a field
experiment, since the appropriate comparison of effects
with and without the project will not be possible. For any
single project, it is usually impossible or too costly to
learn enough to say with confidence whether the project —
or other forces — actually caused the effects measured.
Unfortunately, millions of federal dollars are being
spent each year in individual evaluation of local projects
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. Federal evaluation funds generally should not be
allocated to elaborate evaluations of individual projects.
Evaluations of individual projects should generally focus
on relatively inexpensive short-term assessments of the
extent to which performance objectives have been attained
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or the extent to which baseline conditions have been
changed, (pp. 108-110)
Several years later, Gephart (n.d.) surveyed the evaluation
scene and concluded that evaluation was suffering many of the same
symptoms of illness that Stufflebeam et al. had noted in 1971. He
discussed these as: avoidance, anxiety, immobilization, skepticism,
lack-of-guide lines, misadvice, no-significant-difference, missing
elements, and lack of trained personnel (pp. 20-21). To brighten
this bleak state of affairs, Gephart recommended a move toward a
unifying evaluation theory — and hence a move away from the
"personality cult" evaluation models — a reference to the
evaluation models of Scriven, Stake, Tyler, Stufflebeam, Provus,
Fortune/Hutchinson, Hammond, Alkin, etc.
Gephart 's attempts to unify the theories of various model -makers
apparently has not caught on, for we continue to see the major
models discussed as distinct models linked closely to their original
authors. He went on to suggest two other types of change force
needed to improve the health of educational evaluation. Gephart
suggested, "developing the interface between evaluation and other
components of the education system," and "training of evaluation
personnel" (n.d., p. 22). While the writing on evaluation in
bilingual education has been limited (see below), it has been
suggested (BETA Project, 1978; RMC, 1979) that these same two
concerns are of prime importance to bilingual education evaluation.
There is a recognized need to integrate evaluation fully with the
40
other components of a bilingual education project to ensure the
utility of the evaluation effort; and it is clear that personnel
trained in both evaluation and bilingual education must be prepared
to lead the evaluation enterprise at various local projects.
Bilingual education evaluation .
Shortly after the first year of Title VII funding for local
bilingual education projects, the need for a clear policy on
evaluation was recognized by Gaarder (1970). His plea was for an
evaluation effort that would help individual projects develop to the
point of becoming effective models, and which would help weed out
those projects which were incapable of becoming models.
The projects need, above all else, formative evaluation by
knowledgeable outside observers who with the gentle
pressure of the Office of Education's authority and
responsibility to continue each grant only so long as the
work is performed satisfactorily — can help each project
to become a model of its kind. (p. 172)
As a part of an effort to examine the utilization of evaluation
efforts in educational projects Alkin et al. (1974) studied
evaluation and audit reports from 42 Title VII projects funded
during 1970-71. They found that, while local project directors felt
the evaluation efforts had been useful to them (formative
evaluation), the evaluations were of little consequence from the
point of view of the funding agency, and in determining answers to
the question of project impact (summative evaluation). The Alkin et
al. review of evaluation reports revealed only the attempts at
summative evaluation; data gathered directly through a project
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director questionnaire served to document the fact that some useful
— but ''hidden'' — formative evaluation activities had taken place.
The study suggested that a schizophrenia was produced in the
evaluator who was required to act simultaneously in a summative and
formative mode — i.e., who was required to serve the interest of
both the funding agency and local project staffs.
A crucial factor was missing from the Alkin et al. study: the
extent to which the evaluators served the formative evaluation needs
from the bilingual education perspective alluded to by Gaarder
(1970). So while Alkin et al. documented the role conflict felt by
evaluators in doing both summative and formative evaluation, and the
lack of conventional educational evaluation rigor in the evaluation
designs attempted, they did not address the bilingual education
utility of the evaluation efforts.
The lack of conventional evaluation rigor in local bilingual
education projects was subsequently confirmed by many observers
(Blanco, 1977; Campeau et al., 1975; R. Cooper, 1978; Dulay & Burt,
1977; Fernandez, 1977; GAO, 1976; Medina, 1975; Paulston, 1977;
Ramirez et al; 1977; Troike & Perez, 1977; Tucker & Cziko, 1978;
USCCR, 1975). Medina (1975) found, for example, that local
evaluation effort in Texas met only part of the requirements of the
federal guidelines and general evaluation theory. Campeau et al.
(1975) sought solid evalution results to guide the selection of
exemplary bilingual education projects. Exemplary projects were
defined as those which clearly contributed to improved student
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academic achievement. Their search extended to Title VII projects
funded through 1973-74 in all parts of the country, and they
concluded that only seven reports out of 96 reviewed had evidence of
sufficient conventional evaluation rigor to warrant further
investigation of the projects for exemplary status. Flaws in the
evaluations rejected consisted of inappropriate tests or testing
times, failure to control for crucial intervening or background
variables, lack of a comparison or control group, inappropriate use
of statistical tests, etc. In sum, most evaluations were not useful
in making interpretations of the impact of the Title VII program on
student academic achievement.
Troike and Perez (1977) reported similar technical flaws in
Title VII evaluations reviewed during 1975 by the Center for Applied
Linguistics, and Dulay and Burt (1977) noted only nine research
studies and three project evaluation reports (out of a total of 37
studies and 175 evaluations reviewed) which withstood a technical
scrutiny to allow judgements to be made regarding findings on
positive or negative effects of bilingual education on academic,
cognitive and affective aspects of student performance. Those
research studies and evaluation reports rejected as unsound failed
to control for subjects' socioeconomic status, or initial language
proficiency. Other flaws included: lack of baseline comparison
data or control group, inadequate sample size, excessive attrition
rate, significant differences in teacher qualifications for control
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and experimental groups, or insufficient data and/or statistics
reported (Dulay & Burt, 1977, p. 3).
The U.S. Comptroller General's Report to Congress on bilingual
education (GAO, 1976) noted similar limitations in local project
evaluations, and made recommendations for strengthening and
standardizing the Title VII evaluation requirements. From the
perspective of the evaluation needs of federal officials, the GAO
report concluded that local project evaluations were of only limited
usefulness:
LEA project evaluation reports are the only source of
information regarding students' academic progress and serve
as the basis for identifiying projects worthy of
replication. These reports, however, vary in design and
quality because OE has given LEA's considerable latitude in
their preparation. As a result, they have been inadequate
for measuring program effect on student achievement, and
...have been inadequate for identifying projects worthy of
replication, (p. 30)
The report also noted that evaluation reports were not being
prepared on a timely basis. "Many projects were well into the
following year of funding but still had not submitted evaluation
reports for the preceding school year" (GAO, 1976, p. 41).
Not only disinterested parties or supporters of bilingual
education have criticized evaluations of local projects. A forceful
critic of bilingual education, Epstein (1977b), noted that, "the
program (Title VII) has provided discretionary grants to hundreds of
local projects in the hope that local evaluations would turn up
models which others could emulate. Most of the local evaluations
have been of little or no use" (p. 5). He asserted that evaluations
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have not helped resolve the questions about the relative
effectiveness of various approaches to teaching limited-English-
speaking children, and that there was a need for more rigorous
evaluation at the local and federal levels. "After nearly nine
years. Title VII has not demonstrated whether (bilingual)
instruction makes much difference in the students' learning"
(Epstein, 1977b, p. 10).
These concerns regarding technical inadequacy of local project
evaluation efforts centered on the observers' interpretation of
three basic summative evaluation needs: (1) the federal
administrator's need for information on the academic achievement
impact of Title VII; (2) the national interest in identifying
projects or components of bilingual education projects worthy of
replication; and (3) various researchers' interest in the impact of
bilingual education on academic, cognitive, and affective aspects of
student performance.
Lack of utility of bilingual education evaluations.
While the conclusion was reached that local project evaluations
lacked conventional evaluation rigor (USCCR, 1975), others were
making note of the ways in which these evaluations lacked utility
from the perspective of practitioners of bilingual education. These
concerns can be grouped into the following categories: (1)
assessing needs, (2) defining goals, (3) measuring outcomes and
processes of all kinds, (4) establishing valid comparison standards.
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(5) documenting bilingual instructional practices, (6) improving
educational services to students in bilingual education programs,
and (7) guiding the formulation of a general theory of action of
bilingual education within the local context.
Assessing needs . The actual bilingual education needs of a
given school, community and district must be assessed in order to
provide a firm basis for program planning, and to establish baseline
data for later comparison with outcomes. Such needs assessment can
clearly be considered an evaluative activity (Stufflebeam et al.,
1971), and was found to be lacking in the evaluation efforts of
Title VII projects (USCCR, 1975). Others subsequently confirmed the
importance of including in evaluation efforts needs assessment
factors such as: ethnic composition of the school and community,
language attitudes, population mobility, literacy in and L 2 ,
prior academic achievement, motivation to retain and learn
L
2
,
etc. (Cummins, 1977; Mackey, 1977; Rodriguez-Brown, 1978).
Defining goals . The need for help in goal definition at the
local level was identified clearly by Tilley (1976) and Fernandez
(1977). While Title VII as a national program set an overall goal
of improving students' abilities to participate fully in all-English
instruction by means of a (temporary) bilingual intervention, it was
found that local goals for bilingual education frequently extended
to linguistic, social, pedagogical and political expectations
beyond
the Title VII framework (Rodriguez-Munoz et al., 1973; Tilley,
1976). These goals could not be ignored; while unarticulated,
they
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remained hidden forces affecting all other facets of the design and
implementation of the program. It has been suggested that one
appropriate role for an evaluator is to assist in the clarification
and articulation of program goals and objectives (Worthen & Sanders,
1973).
Measuring outcomes and processes . Measurement problems have
plagued educational evaluation since the first standardized tests
were used in the early part of this century. While the greatest
concern is with the measurement of student achievement outcomes,
there are measurement concerns in all other components of a
bilingual education program: staff development, curriculum and
materials development, parent participation, etc. The accurate
measurement of student achievement is known to be hindered by
linguistic and cultural factors in the tests and the testing
situations (Fishman et al. 1964; Wargo & Green, 1978). In addition,
there are various psychometric properties of norm-referenced tests
which make them less-than-ideal in the assessment of program impact
on student achievement, where the program is essentially of a
compensatory nature, and serves a clearly under-achieving population
(Fishman et al., 1964; Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975; Popham, 1975;
Roberts, 1976).
Measurement concerns unigue to bilingual education are those
introduced by inaccurate or literal translations of tests, lack of
normed tests in languages other than English, inappropriate item
content, etc. (BABEL, 1972; Locks, 1978; Rodriguez-Brown, 1978;
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Silverman et al., 1976 USCCR. 1975). In addition, the central
measurement need — the assessment of English (and language
proficiency — is a new requirement in education, and one for which
no adequate instruments yet exist (DeAvila & Duncan, 1978; Gonzalez
& Fernandez, 1978; Rosansky, 1979). According to several observers,
both the limited state of the art, and a failure to consistently use
quality instruments have contributed to a generally poor measurement
of processes and outcomes in bilingual education (Campeau et al.,
1975; GAO, 1976; USCCR, 1975).
Establishing valid comparisons . The establishment of valid
standards of comparison for evaluating the success of bilingual
education programs is fraught with difficulties. Not only must
standards be appropriately set for student achievement outcomes, but
also for other components of the program. The GAO report noted
(1976) that local objectives-based standards were set without a
clearly articulated rationale, and in a manner which allowed no
comparison to be made among programs.
An example of this is when program planners arbitrarily state
achievement goals tied to lists of behavioral objectives that lack
established norms on similar student populations. A standard of
success is then selected: for example, "After nine months of
instruction, 60 percent of students who have been in attendance 80
percent or more of the school days will demonstrate mastery of 70
percent of the English reading objectives appropriate for their
grade level."
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There are many weaknesses in such criterion-referenced
evaluation plans. How do we know that the percentage standards are
reasonable, or in any way valid standards for success? Hambleton
(1978) and Hambleton and Eignor (1978) describe lengthy processes
which may be useful in setting such standards, but there is no
evidence that such advice is followed in practice. Kosecoff and
Fink (1976) studied 28 commercially available CRTs, and noted
serious limitations in the use of criterion-referenced approaches
for effectiveness evaluations. They concluded that there are no
CRTs available to provide the kinds of summative answers to impact
questions that are required at the national or local level.
Serious problems are present as well in the selection of
standards for success of staff training, community participation and
curriculum components. Evaluation plans rarely address the need for
such standard-setting, and there is little evidence upon which to
judge the appropriateness of objectives for these components
(Cervantes, Note 1).
The setting of standards for comparison of student achievement
when norm-referenced tests are used is similarly a difficult task
(Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975; Roberts, 1976; Wargo & Green,
1978). If a true experimental design (Campbell & Stanley, 1966), is
used, the validity of the comparison group is assured by random
assignment of students to the experimental and control groups. With
a quasi -experimental design there is no random assignment, and the
performance of the "comparison" group may not be a valid
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"no-treatment" standard due to many factors beyond the control of
the evaluator (Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975; Roberts, 1976; Wargo,
& Green, 1978). In bilingual education settings, it may be
impossible to obtain a valid comparison group not exposed to some
bilingual education treatment (Cervantes, 1978). And norm
referenced designs, which substitute the expectation of percentile
(or grade-equivalent) standing of a national, state or local norm
group for the comparison, may well introduce fatal flaws into the
evaluation design. This is because the norm group may differ from
the experimental group in many significant ways. National norm
groups are unlikely to contain students of the same SES, cultural
background and relative language proficiency as the experimental
group. Thus, the "no-treatment" expectation that students will
maintain their percentile rank standing from pre- to post-test may
not be a valid one (Horst, 1978; Wargo & Green, 1978). The use of
grade-equivalents as standards of comparison is a simplistic and
generally inappropriate approach (Horst, 1978; Horst, Tallmadge, &
Wood, 1975). Bilingual education evaluations have been criticized
for failing to recognize these weaknesses in setting standards for
comparison (Campeau et al., 1975; Cervantes, 1978; Dulay and Burt,
1977; GAO, 1976; USCCR, 1975).
Documenting instructional practices . Bilingual education
project evaluations conducted prior to 1977 were noted by several
investigators to be limited in the extent to which they served to
document the actual implementation of bilingual instructional
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practices (Campeau et al., 1975; Halasa, 1977; Saldate, 1977). In
other words, the evaluations did not attend to documentation of the
processes and key bilingual staffing skills which would be necessary
to implement a bilingual educational program. Even the major
national impact study of the Title VII program (Danoff et al., 1978)
has been criticized for failing to carefully document bilingual
instructional practices in ways which could: (1) substantiate the
bilingual education thrust of the projects, and (2) help identify
those practices which may be associated with significant gains in
desired student and program outcomes (Arias et al., 1977; Cervantes,
1978; O'Malley, 1977).
Improving educational services and building a theory of action.
The final two categories of limitations in bilingual education
evaluation that have been noted can be characterized as major
utility concerns. Practitioners and program administrators have
been concerned that local project evaluation has not been conducted
and reported in a manner which can contribute to the improvement of
local programs, and which can begin to guide the formulation of a
general theory of action of bilingual within the local context
(Cervantes, 1977 and 1978; Lopez, 1978, Note 2). Local project
personnel view evaluation as a necessary evil, one that they would
prefer to avoid. It is of only limited utility to them. In light
of this litany of complaints, and a growing clamor for the
improvement of evaluation in bilingual education projects, we turn
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next to an examination of the status of evaluation in federal
legislation and in the literature of bilingual education.
Early neglect of evaluation in bilingual education.
The first federally supported bilingual education projects were
established in the United States pursuant to the Bilingual Education
Act of 1967 (P.L. 90-247), and were intended to become models for
the implementation of quality bilingual education programs (Sanchez,
1973). They were to develop, "new and imaginative programs,
services, and activities which meet the special needs, of children
three to 18 years of age who have limited-English-speaking ability
and who come from environments where the cominant language is other
than English" (P.L. 90-247). According to the U.S Comptroller
General, in its report to Congress (GAO, 1976):
Bilingual education was relatively new when the Bilingual
Education Program was established in 1968. The program
administered by the Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), was intended to be a
research and demonstration program, (p. i).
The local demonstration projects, however, received only limited
guidance fom the U..S. Office of Education on how to conduct
systematic evaluation of their effectiveness. The original law
merely required an annual report on, "the extent to which funds
provided under this title (Title VII, ESEA) have been effective in
improving the educational opportunties of persons in the area
served," (P.L. 90-247, Sec. 705 (a)(6)). The intial draft
guidelines provided some vague suggestions for evaluation, which
included: "Systematic description of the social context and
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physical situation in which learning is to take place, with a
description of the curriculum in both languages and the principal
techniques in teaching." Also suggested were the, "use of tests to
measure and report achievement in all areas of the school
curriculum, including the two languages," and "reports independently
made by consulting experts and outside experts visiting the program,
observing what goes on, interviewing pupils, teachers, parents, and
administrators" (Andersson and Boyer, 1970, Vol. 2, pp. 13-14).
While numerous proposals were made for a research agenda that
would examine the implementation and effectiveness of bilingual
education programs (Andersson and Boyer, 1970; John and Horner,
1971; Ornstein, 1973; Ramirez et al., 1974/1977), it was not until
the passage of the Bilingual Education Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-380) and
the subsequent issuance of regulations (USDHEW/OE, 1975 and 1976)
that local projects were given additional guidance for the
evaluation of Title Vll-funded programs. The research agenda which
found its way into the 1974 Amendments (P.L. 93-380, Sec. 742) was
not, in fact, funded until Fiscal Year 1978-79, and even then
focused on large-scale evaluation and research concerns, rather than
on the comprehensive evaluation of local projects.
From 1969 through 1976, local project evaluation reporting
requirements consisted of annual reports to USOE, which were
submitted two to six months after the end of the school year. An
interim report was required (usually around February), and
typically
consisted of schedules for production of the final report,
and some
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pretest scores with little discussion and analysis. These reports
were supplemented by an independent educational audit report
(USDHEW/OE, 1970), dropped as a requirement in 1973. Epstein notes
that the reports were, "of little or no use." "In 1976, Title VII's
Dr. Molina simply destroyed evaluations from projects begun seven
years earlier" (1977, p. 59).
Before taking a closer look at some of the flaws and limitations
in Title VII local project evaluations during the early 1970' s, it
is instructive to note the lack of attention paid to bilingual
education evaluation concerns in the academic and scholarly works of
this period. It is almost as if the world of bilingual education
and bilingual educators were totally cut off from the field of
educational evaluation in general. With the exception of a few
references to measurement, testing and assessment in John and Horner
(1971) and Saville and Troike (1971), none of the major works on
bilingual education of the early 1970's dealt with educational
evaluation. Andersson and Boyer (1970) dedicated 2 1/2 pages to the
subject — out of 600 pages in two volumes. Cordasco's Sourcebook
for Educational Personnel (1976) is an anthology of articles from
1968 to 1975, and has no entries for evaluation; likewise Alatis
(1970), and Turner (1973) omit reference to this crucial topic.
Similar omissions are noted in Pialorsi (1973), von Maltitz (1975),
Keller et al. (1976) and Fishman (1976). Spolsky et al. typifies
the ambivalence about educational evaluation expressed by the
few
authors who included a focus on evaluation. The title of
the
article, "A model for the description, analysis and perhaps
evaluation of bilingual education,” is revealing (1974) (emphasis
added)
.
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More recent works in bilingual education have, indeed, addressed
program evaluation concerns; these have not, however, established
linkages with the educational evaluation literature (Cooper, 1978;
John & Souberman, 1977; Mackey, 1977; Tucker & Cziko, 1978).
Mackey, for example, cites 95 references in his lengthy article on
evaluation is bilingual education, but includes not a single
citation from the voluminous body of education evaluation literature.
One of the two works of this period to clearly address concerns
of educational evaluation in local projects (Medina, 1975) is a
dissertation which incorporates substantial material from general
evaluation theory, but which fails to establish links with the
unique concerns of bilingual education programs. The other is a
study of educational decision making, which is well grounded in
conventional evaluation theory and models but which lacks reference
to the literature and experience of bilingual schooling. (Alkin, et
al., 1974)
With the exception of Medina (1975) and Alkin et al . (1974), the
works cited above approached the problems of evaluation in bilingual
education from the research perspectives of language acquisition,
sociolinguistics, and linguistics. Their focus was not on the
implementation and improvement of school programs for limited-
English-speaking children, but rather on the researchable topics of
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interest to scholars in these fields. Apparently, there had been no
cross-fertilization between the fields of education evaluation and
bilingual education.
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights report .
It was not until the publication of A Better Chance to Learn by
the United States Commission on Civil Rights (USCCR, 1975) that
substantial attention was directed to the program evaluation needs
of local projects. That work commented on the need for a
comprehensive evaluation effort at the local project level to ensure
that "individual programs are effective," and to identify, "the most
effective methods for teaching non-English-speaking children" (p.
103). The USCCR report presented an outline of three phases of
evaluation drawing on the works of Scriven (1967) and Stufflebeam
(1969). The three phases included:
(1) Preprogram assessment or the preliminary evaluation of
student needs that accompanies program planning; (2)
process evaluation, or the assessment of the program
implementation and interim student performance for the
purpose of strengthening and adjusting the instructional
program; and (3) outcome evaluation, or the assessment of
the program's impact on student performance over a period
of several years. (USCCR, 1975 p. 105)
The report carefuly specified the kinds of assessments which
ought to go into each of these evaluation phases, and elaborated on
some of the biases of standardized tests. It was argued that
language development and academic achievement ought to be assessed
in the two langages of the bilingual program, that attitudinal
measures ought to be obtained, and that social factors and resources
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ought to be evaluated (USCCR, 1975, pp. 105-12). The report further
advocated the use of formative evaluation of student achievement
outcomes (under the "process" phase):
Interim evaluations of student progress in language
abilities, subject matter mastery, and attitudes are
necessary to determine whether interim program objectives
are being met. Information about whether they are or not,
coupled with an assessment of whether the planned program
which was designed is being implemented, will suggest what
changes, if any might be necessary in the program, (p. 121)
In stating the purpose of outcome evaluation, the USCCR report
responded to the most narrow of the impact questions, but one which
has prime political importance: What would have been the academic
achievement (in English) of participating students in the absence of
the bilingual education program? "The purpose of outcome
evalution," according to the USCCR report, "is to determine the
extent to which the bilingual education program increased the
educational progress of students in comparison with monolingual
English instruction with or without ESL" (1975, p. 127). In a later
portion of this chapter, we will examine the feasibility of this
type of product evaluation for bilingual education as well as for
other innovative educational programs. For the present, it is
sufficient to note that the academic achievement goal cited above
may have constituted only a portion of the outcome goals of a
program of bilingual education, and that a wide range of outcome
variables may be assessed to determine a program's impact and
effectiveness
.
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The USCCR report is truly the exception to the pattern of
neglect of educational evaluation in the bilingual education
writings of the early 1970' s. It is apparent that the educational
evaluation work exemplified by Scriven (1967), Campbell and Stanley
(1966), Stufflebeam (1969) and others had made little impact on the
practice of evaluation in bilingual education.
Educational Evaluation in the 1970*
s
.
Evaluation texts of this period (Weiss, 1972; Worthen and
Sanders, 1973) draw on the experience of educational evaluation of
programs funded under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (ESEA) such as Title I and Title III. Substantial work was
underway by 1973 to develop guidelines for measuring project impact
on student achievement in Title I programs (Horst, Tallmadge, &
Wood, 1975), and a broad range of evaluation models were available
to guide evaluation efforts in the planning, implementation and
outcome assessment of innovative educational programs (Worthen &
Sanders, 1973; Wholey et al., 1970).
Of course, Tyler many years before had provided substantial
guidance in the uses of measurement in educational settings. He
advocated the use of evaluation for purposes beyond the, "grading of
students, their grouping and promotion, reports to parents and
financial reports to the board of education or to the board of
trustees: (1942, p. 492). Tyler suggested a broad range of purposes
for evaluation in education which included six major points.
Tyler's purposes were:
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1. To make a periodic check on the effectiveness of the
educational institution, and thus to indicate the points at
which improvements in the program are necessary.
2. To validate the hypotheses upon which the educational
institution operates.
3. To provide information basic to effective guidance of
individual students.
4. To provide certain psychological security to the school
or college staff, to the students, and to the parents.
5. To provide a sound basis for public relations.
6. To help both teachers and pupils to clarify their
purposes and to see more concretely the directions in which
they are moving, (pp. 492-494)
Research focus on individual bilingualism .
We might well ask why these purposes and the work of later
evaluation theorists were put into practice in the evalution of
selected educational programs such as. Title I, Title III,
Headstart, and Follow Through (Worthen and Sanders, 1973) but not in
bilingual education programs funded under ESEA, Title VII. The
answer may lie in the backgrounds and disciplines from which many
bilingual educationists have come. Since bilingual education deals
most obviously with languages and language acquisition, it is not
surprising that many bilingual educationists come from the academic
field of linguistics. Their focus has been on research topics of
interest in their dicipline and in the sub-fields of
sociolinguistics, psycholinguistics, language planning, applied
linguistics and others. Few of the leading researchers have had
training or experience in the practical world of bilingual
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schooling. Others come from the classroom and research focus of
second language acquisition, foreign language teaching, and English
as a Second Language instruction. Either they were unaware of, or
did not recognize the need for, comprehensive school-based
evaluation efforts at the local level as distinct from research
efforts in languages and linguistics. This may, in part, explain
the preponderance of dissertations and research studies which
examine the acquisition order of morpho-syntactic or phonological
features by second language learners, and the corresponding lack of
locally-useful school evaluation studies which could serve to guide
the implementation and improvement of bilingual education programs.
Of course, the linguistic studies have been fundable as academic
research and major socio linguistic studies (see Fishman, Cooper, &
Ma, 1971) have a prestige as "basic research" which local school
evaluation efforts can never attain. In this country, Andrew Cohen
(1975) is one of the few to have combined the key ingredients of
thorough sociolinguistic research methodology with the evaluation
needs of local schools. And his effort succeeded more as an example
of the methods and research design that are possible in a school
evaluation, than as an example of research upon which to base policy
or practice in bilingual education. Cohen's study suffered from
many of the same technical problems which plague educational
research efforts elsewhere: small sample size, questionable
comparison groups, assessment instruments of unproven validity and
relability, difficulty in controlling and documenting some facets of
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the program implementation, etc. Yet this landmark study is a model
of thoroughness in assessing the myriad of background, process, and
outcome variables which Mackey (1977), for example, has so
thoroughly enumerated. (See also Cummins, 1977 and 1979; Danoff et
al., 1977; Ramirez, et al., 1977.)
The lack of empirically-grounded literature on the evaluation of
bilingual education programs at the local school level is summed up
well by Ramirez, et al.'s comments on research in bilingualism:
In spite of all the time, money, and effort that have been
expended on research on bilingualism, only a few of the
results have any bearing on the school situation. With
hindsight, it is not difficult to see how this state of
affairs has arisen. Most of the research on bilingualism
has focused on the nature of the phenomenon itself and not
on its relevance to educational decision making.
Investigation of the problems that occupied much of the
attention of scholars (e.g., interference, dominance,
storage, relation to IQ, etc.) shed little light upon the
advantages or disadvantages of a particular approach in the
classroom. This is not to say that nothing was learned
from this research; at the very least, it helped remove
some of the misconceptions surrounding bilingualism.
However, its fundamental weakness was that it was overly
concerned with the bilingual individual and not
sufficiently with the bilingual situation . (1977, p. 4,
emphasis in original
)
Evaluation versus Research .
Most recent writing on evaluation in bilingual education has
taken the approach which equates research with evaluation (R.L.
Cooper, 1978; Mackey, 1977; Rodriguez-Brown et al., 1976; Tucker and
Cziko, 1978). The two ought to be clearly distinguished. While
research and evaluation efforts have much in common in their
approach, their purposes and audiences are clearly different.
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In light of the focus of past investigations on individual
bilingualism, and the educational evaluation objectives of the
present study, it is important to make clear this crucial
distinction between evaluation and research. The task is
complicated by the occurrence of confusing titles such as
" Evaluation Research ” (Weiss, 1972), and Evaluative Research
(Suchman, 1967) and by the similarities of social science
methodology used in both educational research and evaluation
endeavors. Medina states that "evaluation is actually applied
research" (1975, p. 35); but while research must always strive to
control threats to internal and external validity in order to
maximize general izability of findings (i.e., to establish truth)
(Campbell & Stanley, 1966), evaluation of local educational projects
will always place less emphasis on these threats than would a
research study of the same program.
There are other differences between research and evaluation, but
this research need for general izability is perhaps the most
important one. Local project evaluation efforts rarely are expected
to achieve the general izability required of research efforts.
Studies such as the national impact evaluation studies of ESAA
(Coulson, 1978; OPBE, 1978), or Follow Through (House et al., 1978;
OPBE, 1978), or Title VII (Danoff et al., 1978), are expected to be
able to provide conclusions which may be generalized to given
populations. These large scale evaluation studies are, in fact,
research efforts. Many argue, however, that local project
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evaluation efforts ought not to strive for such generalizability
(Popham, 1975; Rose and Nyre, 1977; Stufflebeam, 1969; Weiss, 1972;
Worthen and Sanders, 1973).
One reason the experimental research paradigm is opposed in
these settings is that the exercise of the control necessary for a
research study is often contrary to what an evaluator seeks. "It is
important. . .to know how programs operate under real world
conditions, and not under the carefully controlled conditions of a
laboratory situation" (Guba, 1969). By controlling treatment and
all other possible intervening variables in the educational process,
an evaluator would be in the position of inhibiting the growth and
improvement of the program under study.
Gerphart adds another dimension to our distinction between
research and evaluation:
Evaluation is situation-specific. Unlike research,
evaluation does not have generalizability across time and
space. . .evaluation is decision-oriented inquiry in contrast
to conclusion-oriented, (n.d., p. 18)
This focus on decision orientation is a central part of the
distinction between evaluation and research. Research is involved
in searching for a truth about something — more often than not
establishing the truth of a proposition or hypothesis. Evaluation,
however, judges merit of a program in a specific setting . Popham
(1975) suggests that educational evaluators are concerned with
improving education, and that improvements are best nurtured by
having educators make better decisions. Popham recognizes the
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utility of, for exdmple, using untreatod control groups and
experimental designs for educational evaluation; however, he makes
it clear that those experimental designs are only appropriate when
one is looking to establish the truth of the hypothesis that the
experimental treatment is better than some clearly specified
alternative. He suggests that we, "should try to present a range of
comparison groups that represent real options open to the
educational decision makers", rather than scurry around to create
untreated control groups. The point is well taken. It does us
little good to create a research situation in which some unknown,
untreated control group is compared with our experimental bilingual
education treatment group. The only real untreated control group
would consist of students who attend school, sit in classrooms, and
experience nothing whatsoever during the school day. In actual
practice, there is always a treatment for the control or comparison
group, and that treatment must be a carefully-documented alternative
to the treatment under investigation as an experiment.
This evaluation concern for the practicality and utility of
alternatives used in comparison designs points out the next major
difference between research and evaluation. That is the difference
in audiences and their needs. These audiences are the research
sponsors and the stake-holders of the evaluation. It should be
clear that different audiences require somewhat different responses
from research or evaluation studies. Local project evaluations have
essentially three main audiences: the funding agency, a local
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governing board, and the local project staff and administrators.
While the funding agency or local board often express an interest
in conclusions of an evaluation similar to those expected of
research studies, the evaluation questions are rarely couched in
terms of research hypotheses. The most rigorous impact evaluations
required of local projects ask for the inclusion of some means of
estimating what the achievement of participants would have been, had
they not participated in the program-experiment (USDHEW/OE, 1976).
That evaluation question implies the need for a comparison with some
reasonable alternative educational program. But there may be, in
practice, a great deal of flexibility in setting up the comparison
for an evaluation study. A research study, however, would require
that all variables except the treatment be held constant for both
the experimental and control groups. But note that a multi-faceted
program such as bilingual education could only be compared to an
instructional program identical in teacher, parent-
participation, curriculum, and management variables, and that
differed only in that it lacked the key 'causal' variables
pre-identifi ed as the bilingual 'treatment'. Comparisons such as
this are neither feasible, nor desirable in most educational
evaluation settings.
Local project staff have a very different set of needs which may
be addressed by evaluation. These needs include providing
information for modification and improvement of the program,
providing information to support the continuation of the program.
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and providing some evidence as to the effectiveness of the program
in comparison to some reasonable, locally-feasible alternative.
While some of these needs may be met by a carefully controlled
research experiment, others may best be met by means of designs more
sensitive to the variables of project implementation under local
conditions.
Conventional Evaluation in Perspective .
In order to articulate a realistic set of expectations for
evaluation of bilingual education, it is necessary to note the
accomplishments and limits of conventional education evaluation.
The failures of conventional evaluation have been lamented by many
(see pp. 37 - 39, above), but there is little agreement as to what
improvements can be made in local project evaluations. Some have
argued that the single greatest difficulty put in the path of useful
local project evaluation has been the expectation that local
evaluation efforts could produce research results—or should even
make the attempt.
While some controlled educational research studies may
approximate the requirements of the experimental paradigm,
evaluation efforts in local educational projects can almost never do
so (Carver, 1978; Gephart, n.d.; Horst, 1978; Patton, 1975). In
fact, studies of local project evaluations have consistently
demonstrated that the rigorous requirements of social science
research are not met in these local evaluations. Two major reviews,
covering several thousand projects, have confirmed these weaknesses
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of conventional evaluation in local projects. Horst, Tallmadge and
Wood (1975) reported on a search for effective compensatory reading
and mathematics projects:
The search encompassed some 2,000 projects, all of which
had received some form of "official" recognition for
success. Of the 2,000, only six could be found which,
under close scrutiny, were able to meet the selection
criteria of effectiveness, cost, availability, and
replicability established for this search. Most
discouraging, however, was the fact that not one of the
evaluations provided acceptable evidence regarding project
success or failure. In all cases, problems in conducting
and reporting the evaluations rendered the results
inconclusive (p. 2).
Roberts (1976) reported on the results of three major studies of
LEA evaluations (mainly of compensatory education reading
projects). Of the more than 3,500 evaluation reports reviewed, only
53 (1.5%) were considered "good" or provided any useful
evidence--positive or negative—regarding the effects of the
educational treatments.
This failure of conventional education evaluation to produce
acceptable impact evaluation findings has been attributed to several
factors. Campeau et al., noted that the weaknesses could be
attributed to: "poor experimental design, to the lack of planning
for evaluation, to inappropriate use of statistical methods, and to
a general lack of evidence one way or another" (1975, p. 45). In
fact, the sources of error are many, are little understood by most
educators and laypersons, and are difficult to control. Some
sources of error, like the inappropriate use of statistical
significance testing (Carver, 1978) are controllable by the informed
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©valuation ©xport, whil© oth©rs, such as th© us© of grad© ©quival©nt
gain scor©s, cannot b© comp©nsat©d for in any way whatso©v©r (Horst,
Tallmadg© & Wood, 1975; Tallmadg© & Horst, 1976; Horst, 1978). Both
Horst (1978) and Murray, Art©r, and Faddis (1979) point out num©rous
t©chnical issu©s which thr©at©n th© validity of ©xp©rini©ntal and
quasi ©xp©riin©ntal d©signs us©d in th© ©valuation of comp©nsatory
©ducation programs. In t©rms of th© anticipat©d impact of ©v©n th©
b©st possibl© int©rv©ntion, th© sourc©s of ©rror ar© such that th©y
could b© ©xp©ct©d to obscur© ©v©n an ©xtraordinary impact of an
©xp©rim©ntal program (Horst, 1978).
Not only und©rfund©d local ©ducation projects suffer from these
conventional ©valuation weaknesses. Even well- implemented, large
scale ©valuations, spending millions of dollars and staffed with
©valuation experts have been unable to control for factors which
compete with the experiment as plausible alternative independent
variables. Coulson (1978) reports on one such study, the National
Evaluation of the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), and notes a
number of methodological issues confronted in the course of that
study. In a reaction to Coulson ‘s paper, Weisberg comments:
Whether or not recent major programmatic initiatives are
succeeding, most attempts to evaluate them are most
certainly failing. Here we have a study (ESAA impact
study) that was apparently well designed and executed in
accordance with traditional research standards. Random
assignment was carried out, longitudinal data were
collected, and careful monitoring of treatment
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implementation occurred. Still, like nearly all recent
large scale evaluations, it is subject to methodological
criticisms and fails to demonstrate educationally
significant positive effects.
Experience with many recent major evaluations is making it
increasingly clear that the more rigorous the design by
traditional research criteria, the more the research
becomes an intrusive intervention into the system being
studied. Better designs are often both harder to implement
and weaker in terms of external validity. Particularly
with large-scale federal interventions, the requirements of
social experimentation may be so stringent as to render
them inappropriate to virtually any situation. (1978, p.
Similarily, House et al., (1978) critique the major study of the
Follow Through program reported in 1977 and 1978. They present
credible arguments for alternative explanations for the findings of
the Follow Through study, and convincingly attack the analyses
done. Summary reports found in the Annual Evaluation Report on
Programs Administered by the U.S. Office of Education (OPBE, 1978)
confirm the failure of the Follow Through evaluation to provide
conclusive evidence of program impact on key outcome variables (p.
145).
Similar inconclusive findings are reported for major evaluations
of Title I, ESEA - Compensatory Education; Title I, ESEA - Migrant
Education; Title I, ESEA - Neglected and Delinquent; ESAA - School
Desegretation; and Title VII, ESEA - Bilingual Education. Combined,
these major programs channeled more than three billion dollars into
local schools in FY 1978, yet studies of their effectiveness remain
inconclusive.
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This review of evaluation of bilingual education programs must
be Informed, as well, by a consideration of the extent to which the
educational research literature Itself employs the experimental
design and statistical techniques so often urged on local project
evaluators. Shaver and Norton studied educational research reported
In six recent years of the American Educational Research Journal .
They found that only 35% of the studies (n=151) employed
experimental designs, only 19% utilized a random sample of a
population under study, and that the basic assumptions underlying
the use of inferential statistics were frequently violated (1980,
pp. 9-15).
This critical perspective on the limitations of conventional
evaluation will come as no surprise to those who have been warning
us for at least a decade against developing an over-dependence on
the experimental paradigm (Guba, 1967; Patton, 1975; Stufflebeam,
1969). While the following section of the review of the literature
sets technical standards and indicates high expectations for the
design of bilingual education program evaluations, we must temper
these expectations with a recognition of the historical limitations
of conventional education evaluation in other, similar, settings.
Meta-Evaluation Screens
Nature of the screens
The review of the selected literature has resulted in
thirty-three meta-evaluation criteria, categorized below as
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comprising the conventional educational evaluation screen, the
bilingual education evaluation screen, or the joint
conventional /bilingual evaluation screen. These criteria are found
in appendix C, keyed to the sources in the literature. In addition,
appendix C provides a key to the 187 variables used in this study,
and to the specific items on Instrument 1 and Instrument 2 used to
collect data from project proposals.
It should be kept in mind that the criteria were derived from
the literature. Specific data collection items were designed to
obtain data from project proposals which would indicate the extent
to which the proposals met these criteria. Within each data
collection item one or more variables were defined; these variables
provided the basis for data processing and analysis.
The criteria are statements of what may be expected of a quality
evaluation effort at the local level. This is not to say that these
33 criteria are exhaustive. Indeed others have compiled much more
complete laundry lists of elements which must be included in
evaluations (Medina, 1975; Sanders & Nafziger, 1976; Stufflebeam,
1974a). This set of criteria is, however, not merely a list. The
criteria are believed to be essential to the planning and
implementation of evaluations which are useful and appropriate for
bilingual education projects in local schools. If implemented with
proper attention to these criteria, evaluations will produce quality
results which will adequately meet information needs of various
audiences. Some of the criteria are tied to state or federal
legal
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requirements, while most have their source in the professional
literature of educational evaluation and bilingual education.
The conventional evaluation screen consists of twelve criteria
(C-1 through C-12), which are supported by sources in the
conventional educational evaluation literature. The bilingual
education evaluation screen likewise consists of twelve criteria
(B-1 through B-12). These find their support in the legal mandates
for evaluation of bilingual education programs and in the literature
of bilingual education. An additional nine criteria were found to
be so thoroughly tied to both the bilingual and conventional
educational evaluation literature that they are presented as a joint
conventional/bilingual screen (C/B-1 through C/B-9).
Figure 2 depicts the screens which were developed in this
review, and which served to generate specific data items used in the
analysis of project proposals.
The conventional educational evaluation screen.
The criteria are discussed below in the order found in Appendix
C. Each criterion has both a criterion number, and a screen
identifier. The conventional educational evaluation screen is
derived in great part from the meta-evaluation literature cited in
Chapter I (Sanders & Nafziger, 1976; Stufflebeam, 1974a), and from
the standard texts of educational research and evaluation
(Kerlinger, 1973; Popham, 1975; Scriven, 1967; Stufflebeam et al.,
1971; Worthen & Sanders, 1973). While these sources present
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alternative views of educational evaluation, it was found that there
exists substantial agreement as to the importance or the key
criteria selected for this screen.
C-1 Statement of evaluation model .
The evaluation model which guides the evaluation is stated,
in order to made clear the purposes of the evaluation, the
definitions of key terms, and the frame of reference within
which the evaluation is to be conducted. (Criterion 12)
While in any evaluation the purposes, audiences, designs, and
other parameters may vary widely, there is a need to specify the
evaluation model selected in order to focus the planned evaluation,
to make certain it fits the needs of the program, and to avoid
evaluation efforts of little or no use to the key stakeholders of
the evaluation. Malony (1976) articulates a principle of an
inherent relationship among the philosophy and theoretical
foundation of a program, the practice of a program, and its
evaluation. This inherent relationship requires either an unique
conception of evaluation to fit the program, or — more reasonably
— the choice of an existing evaluation model to guide the
evaluation efforts.
Worthen and Sanders (1973) present a comprehensive overview of
the major evaluation models in wide use, and urge the selection of
one (p. 301) appropriate to the evaluation task at hand.
Each model
(Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 209-217), has different strengths and
weaknesses and departs from somewhat different conceptions
of the
purposes and roles of evaluation. Sanders and Nafziger
(1976)
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state, "many evaluation studies fail dismally in their mission of
providing helpful and critical decision-making information. Too
often such failure is attributable to poor planning" (p. 1). An
important ingredient in the planning phase is the selection of a
model or organizational plan for program evaluation (p. 39). For
Stufflebeam (1969), the selection of an evaluation model is a key
to, "focusing the evalution" (p. 68). Medina (1975) outlines the
contributions of various evaluation model -builders, and notes the
importance of settling on the appropriate evaluation model. The
Alkin et al. study of evaluation and decision-making placed an
emphasis on model selection, and sought information on the model
that guided local evaluation efforts in order to judge the utility
of the evaluation (1974, p. 104). According to Deal and Huguenin,
"an evaluation model is basically a set of assumptions about how a
particular segment of the world works. Consequently, any evaluation
study needs to state exactly what these assumptions are" (1975, p.
5).
C-2 Evaluation staff internal and external .
Project evaluation is to be conducted by personnel both
internal and external to the project in order to ensure the
greatest utility to the evaluation effort. (Criterion 13)
Alkin et al., highlighted the role tension felt by evaluators
who were external to a project (1974, p. 78 and pp. 90-100).
Anxiety was produced due to the perceived conflict between the
summative and formative roles of evaluation, and the simultaneous
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pressures brought to bear on a single evaluator. While many authors
have pointed out the advantages of either the internal or external
stance of the evaluator (Popham, 1974; Sanders & Nafziger, 1976;
Worthen & Sanders, 1973), Patton (1978) makes a particular plea for
the constitution of a collaborative evaluation effort composed of
persons both internal and external to the project. Deal and
Huguenin (1975) emphasize the importance of on-site, internal
evaluation leadership to complement any efforts of an external
evaluator, and to insure the utility of any formative evaluation
effort. The relevance, scope, importance, credibility, timeliness,
and pervasiveness of an evaluation can best be ensured by the close
working relationship built among an evaluation team consisting of
persons both internal and external to the project (Stufflebeam,
1974a; p. 70).
C-3 Range of evaluation types included .
To maximize utility of the evaluation effort, a wide range
of evaluation types are included. (Criterion 14)
Evaluation types have been characterized as both formative and
summative (Scriven, 1967), and as goal-free (Scriven, in Worthen &
Sanders, 1973). Stufflebeam et al., have advanced the concepts of
Context, Input, Process, and Product evaluation as types which are
implemented according to the program phase one wishes to examine
(1971). These types represent a range of approaches which further
focus the evaluation effort. Offenberg (1973) and Alkin et al.,
(1974) suggest a need for both formative and summative
evaluation -
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a need that changes as a project matures. The federal regulations
on bilingual education (USDHEW/OE. 1975 & 1976) suggest the need to
include a range of evaluation types, and Stufflebeam (1974a)
explicitly recommends the four major phases of his model. All types
are necessary somewhere in the life of a project, and should be
planned for (CEMREL, 1976; Patton, 1978; USCCR, 1975).
C-4 Multiple approaches for formative evaluation.
Multiple approaches to gathering formative evaluation data
are planned. (Criterion 15)
Formative evaluation is characterized by the provision of
continual feedback to a project director and staff (Alkin et al.,
1974, pp. 92-93). By using a great variety of instruments and
approaches, the formative evaluator can maximize the chance of
finding project effects on the short term, and can improve the
utility of the evaluation information ( ibid . ). Halasa (1977) has
noted this need for a wide range of formative evaluation data
gathering approaches, as have Stufflebeam (1974a), Deal and Huguenin
(1975), Worthen and Sanders (1973), and USCCR (1975). Among the
approaches suggested are teacher records, internal or external
evaluator observations, criterion-referenced tests, attendance
records or other unobtrusive measures, or standardized,
norm-referenced tests.
C-5 Adequate cell size in sample .
Sample size (number of classrooms, students, or groups)
allows for cells of at least 30. Exercise caution with
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small and with very large samples, since the latter may
yield statistical significance with little practical
significance. (Criterion 24)
Both Kerlinger (1973, pp. 127-130) and Isaac and Michael (1971,
p. 69 & pp., 146-147) are typical of the standard cautions on sample
size. The rule of thumb is that in order to generalize about a
given population, cell size (that is the number of individuals in a
given cohort) must be at least thirty. The total number of
participants may serve as the sample, or a representative sample may
be drawn. Statistics such as the _t-test may be misleading if
performed on samples of less than thirty. Likewise very large
samples have a tendency to show statistical significance when the
practical or educational significance may be nil. Coward and
Cervantes (1977) suggest a matrix for identifying the educational
significance of outcomes which may be useful in such cases.
C-6 Standard sampling techniques employed .
Standard procedures are employed whenever a sample of the
total student population is to be drawn for the
evaluation. (Criterion 25)
In cases where a sample of the student population is drawn for
the evaluation, several standard techniques are acceptable. A
random sample is by far the most secure approach to ensuring
representativeness of the sample (Kerlinger, 1973, pp. 117-131).
Stratification of a sample to ensure the inclusion of participants
with selected characteristics may be acceptable in certain large
populations, but is considered less secure (ibid; Isaac & Michael,
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1971, pp. 69, & 146-147). Molina and Shoemaker (1977) have
described the use of multiple matrix sampling, where data are
collected from all participants, but the items from tests are sorted
in small sub-tests which are administered at random to the
participants.
C-7 Appropiate pre- and post-test intervals .
The time elapse between pretest and post-test assessments
of student achievement matches dates used by publishers to
standardize the tests. The elapsed time generally is no
more than nine months, nor less than six months, unless
annual (fall-to-fall
,
or spring-to-spring) testing is
done. (Criterion 27)
The misuse of standardized tests is such that extreme caution
must be exercised in the scheduling of testing dates (Perrone,
1977). Tests are usually normed at either a single time in the
year, or in the fall and spring, and any deviation in test
administration from the dates used by the test publisher will
substantially weaken the al ready-weak foundation of the test's
standardization (Tallmadge & Horst, 1976). Cervantes (1978) made
note of a major flaw in the national impact study of the Title VII,
ESEA program, where the testing interval was, "5-1/2 months as
compared to the normally accepted period of seven months between pre
and post-test" (p. 14). While O'Malley (1977) and Arias et al.,
(1977) noted this flaw in terms of the short time in which to expect
achievement gains, the greater problem is that the gain score
analysis used becomes totally meaningless as one deviates from
the
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publisher's norming dates (Horst. 1978; Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood.
1975; Popham, 1975; Tallmadge & Horst. 1976).
C-8 Procedures of administration and scoring tests and data
processing. —
Procedures for administration and scoring of tests and for
processing data are described. (Criterion 28)
That data collection and processing procedures ought to be
described comes as no surpise to the behavioral scientist
(Kerlinger, 1973). In educational evaluation the same criterion
applies, both for the evaluation, proposal, and the evaluation
report. The reader must have available this information describing
procedures which will directly affect the quality of the data. All
major sources consulted include this requirement (Isaac & Michael,
1971; Sanders & Nafziger, 1976; Stufflebeam, 1974a; Stufflebeam et
al., 1971; Worthen & Sanders, 1973).
C-9 Appropriate instruments and multiple criteria used for
key variables .
At least one appropriate assessment instrument is employed
for each of the dependent variables to be considered in the
summative evaluation. Multiple criteria are preferred for
selected, priority variables. (Criterion 29)
Appropriate instrumentation is a key to any evaluation effort
(Ebel, 1977; Isaac & Michael, 1971; Kerlinger, 1973; Tallmadge &
Horst, 1976). Each of the dependent variables chosen for
examination requires at least one valid and reliable source of data
for the evaluation. These instruments must be appropriate to the
curriculum and the students being assessed. In bilingual education.
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for Example, the instruments must be those designed for assessing
the expected outcomes of instruction in as well as in English.
If the purpose of a bilingual education program is to develop a
bilingual student who draws on the combined strength of two
languages, the "assessments of and abilities of minority
language children ought to measure the extent to which a child is
capable of carrying out complex cognitive operations in both his
languages" (Cummins, 1977, p. 88).
Metfessel and Michael (1967) have recommended multiple criterion
measures be employed for the evaluation of the effectiveness of
school programs. Such multiple measures would be employed for those
variables determined to be of the highest priority in the evaluation
design. An analysis of results on multiple criteria allows
cross-validation among different measures, and lends credibility to
the findings of an evaluation study (Patton, 1978, p. 287). Among
the dependent variables which may be assessed in a bilingual
education program are oral language, reading, mathematics, and
science in both English and social and cultural, and affective
objectives; and objectives in components such as staff development
and community participation (A., Cohen, 1975; Ebel, 1977; Sanders &
Nafizger, 1976; Wargo & Green, 1978). In addition, provision should
be made for collecting data on unanticipated outcomes of the program
(Patton, 1978; Scriven, 1967).
81
C-10 Assessment instruments described .
Assessment instruments are described in full, including:
form, level, edition, publisher, the purpose for which
designed, etc. (Criterion 31)
In order to establish the validity and reliability of assessment
instruments, they should be fully described in project proposals
(Isaac & Michael, 1971; Tallmadge & Horst, 1976; USDHEW/OE, 1976;
Worthen and Sanders, 1973). Mackey (1977), Perrone (1977), Wargo
and Green (1978) and others provide warnings against the
inappropriate use of tests, and caution evaluators to document the
reasons for test selection and the match between test and the
purpose for its use. Both standardized and locally developed
instruments should be described in sufficient detail to communicate
their appropriateness to all evaluation stakeholders (Patton, 1978).
C-11 Student achievement scores appropriately reported.
Student achievement scores are to be reported by
appropriate group means, with standard deviations, and
appropriate tests of statistical significance. (Criterion
32)
Federal regulations for Title VII, ESEA bilingual education
programs require at a minimum the reporting of test scores for
student achievement by group means, with the standard deviation and
an appropriate test of statistical significance (USDHEW/OE, 1976).
The reporting of individual student scores is never appropriate
(Tallmadge & Horst, 1976). Gaines (1976) has pointed out the
limitations which should be placed on the use of analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA) as a technique to adjust for pre-test group
differences. Many (if not most) quasi -experimental designs fail to
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satisfy the conditions required for the appropriate use of ANCOVA
(op. cit.). Group means reported in either percentiles or grade
equivalents (G.E.) are riddled with error according to Tallmadge and
Horst (1976) and Horst (1978). Neither metric can be assumed to be
an equal-interval scale, and the calculation of the mean from
percentiles or G.E. scores can render evaluation findings
meaningless. Vorih and Rosier (1978) is an example of an evaluation
with positive findings that is seriously flawed by the use of G.E.
comparisons.
C-12 Warnings re; the limitations of the evaluation.
There is a clear recognition of the limitations of the
evaluation design, with appropriate warnings against over-
generalization of the results. (Criterion 33)
Every evaluation study in a local school setting will confront a
number of threats to internal and external validity (see Campbell &
Stanley, 1966). In most cases some of these threats will remain
uncontrolled in spite of good intentions and even extraordinary
efforts to control them. It is the responsibility of the evaluator
to point out these threats which will limit the interpretabi lity and
general izability of findings, and to caution the reader of an
evaluation plan (as well as an evaluation report) about these
limitations of the study (Kerlinger, 1973; Issac & Michael, 1971;
Stufflebeam, 1969 & 1974; Worthen & Sanders, 1973). Of the recent
works pointing out hazards in measuring project input on student
achievement, Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood (1975); Tallmadge and
Horst
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(1976); Horst (1978); and Wargo and Green (1978) provide the
practitioner with warnings about the major hazards, with reasons to
avoid these, and with procedures to employ in order to overcome the
hazards. When the hazard can not be avoided, these references
provide a ready list of cautions. Horst (1978) goes so far as to
provide some estimates of the relative impact (in Normal Curve
Equivalents, NCEs) of many of the common hazards, and relates this
impact to the growth which might be expected from even the best
compensatory education interventions. Several of these hazards left
uncontrolled can be expected to render evaluation findings
uninterpretable. This must be stated honestly by the evaluator.
The bilingual education evaluation screen .
B-1 Appropriate language assessment instruments.
Appropriate language assessment instruments are used to
determine which students may benefit from bilingual
instruction, and to assign NELB students to the Title VII
program. (Criterion 2)
A central issue to be faced with an bilingual education
treatment is the identification of students who may benefit from a
program of bilingual instruction. In both the state and federal law
there has been an implied need for language assessment instruments
to standardize the way NELB students were assigned to a program of
bilingual instruction (California Legislature, 1976 & 1978;
USDHEW/OE, 1976). Gonzalez and Fernandez (1978) describe in detail
what characteristics those instruments ought to assess. Spolsky et
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al., (1974) make clear the importance of a quality language
assessment prior to program placement. California's Program Quality
Review Instrument (CSDE, 1978) lists instruments acceptable to the
state for conducting the annual language census. Several reviews of
instruments have documented the strengths and weaknesses of these
tests in accomplishing the initial identification of limited-
English-speaking students (Baca, Cervantes & Torres, 1978; Bye,
1978; CABE, 1976; De Avila & Duncan, 1978; Gold & Cervantes, 1978;
Pletcher et al., 1978; Silverman et al., 1976; Silverman & Russell,
1978; Spencer, 1978).
B-2 Bilingual education theory of action .
There is a statement of possible or probable theory of
action of the bilingual education program, which discusses
at minimum the roles of: Culture and history of the NELB
pupils, development and acquisition of curricula and
instructional materials, community participation, and L]
and l 2 as media of instruction. (Criterion 3)
Patton (1978) urges us to, "ask causal questions, even though
evaluation data can only provide an approximate picture of what is
really happening. It is also important to interpret the results
with prudence and care" (p. 198). The causal questions are
important to most evaluation settings since expectations of causal
research are often placed on evaluations. "While causal linkages
may never be established with certainty, the delineation of assumed
causal relationships in a chain of hierarchical objectives can be a
useful exercise in the process of focusing the evaluation questions"
(Patton, 1978, p. 197). The "causal questions" suggested by Patton
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fit into an hypothesized theory of action of a given program. And,
according to Patton, it is, "the construction of a means-ends
hierarchy for a program (which) constitutes a comprehensive
description of the program's theory of action" (p. 182). "Stated
quite simply, the causal question in evaluation research is: does
the implemented program lead to the desired outcomes? However... it
has become clear that delineating either program implementation or
program outcomes is a complex task, and establishing the linkages
between implementation and outcomes is even more difficult" (p.
180). Patton goes on to remind us that, "it is impossible to
establish causality in any final sense when dealing with the
complexities of real programs where treatments and outcomes are
never pure, single, and uncontaminated. But that is no reason not
to ask the questions. We cannot provide definitive answers but we
can arrive at some reasonable estimation of the likelihood that
particular activities have had an effect" (p. 180).
In bilingual education the intended program treatments and
outcomes are indeed varied and complex. Nevertheless, certain key
program variables have figured prominently in theoretical
discussions of the mechanisms of bilingual education. The roles of
both first language (L^) and second language (L2) in the
instructional program require prominent explanation whether one
takes the axiomatic position that literacy must always begin in the
mother tongue (UNESCO, 1953) or the position of Cummins which holds
that there is an interdependence among L-j and which, together
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with child and community background variables, combine into a
powerful means of promoting academic achievement outcomes (1977 &
1979). Note that Castro (1976) and Erickson (1974) provide an
alternative, political rationale for the use of in the school
and community,
A posited causal role for the inclusion of the culture and
history of the NELB pupils have been highlighted in the works of
Bernal (1974), Fernandez (1977), and Tilley (1976). Likewise, there
is evidence that community participation promotes academic
achievement in Fernandez (1977), Gold (1978a), Hill-Scott and
Grigsby (1979), Rodriguez-Munoz et al., (1973), and USCCR (1975).
The development, acquisition, and use of culturally-relevant
curricula and instructional materials are supported in the
literature as important variables in any bilingual education theory
of action (Bernal, 1974; Gold, 1978a; Gonzalez, 1974;
Rodriquez-Munoz et al., 1973; and Tilley, 1976). Tempes (in
preparation) has found that bilingual education evaluation experts
placed high priority on the inclusion of these important antecedent
and transaction variables in evaluation studies. They named a total
of more than 170 variables which might be considered in the
formation of a bilingual education theory of action.
B-3 Bilingual staff .
Staff are specified by number and qualifications, including
some indication of language ability (English and Li) of
both teachers and aides. (Criterion 5)
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Conventional evaluation sources emphasize the importance of
describing the professional staff (including teachers and aides) as
key inputs in any instructional program (Sanders & Nafziger, 1976;
Stufflebeam et al., 1971; Worthen & Sanders, 1973). In bilingual
education programs, the specific parameters of staff skills which
must be included as input variables include the proficiency of
teachers and aides in both English and (Cummins, 1977; John &
Souberman, 1977; Mackey, 1977; Paulston, 1977). The California
quality review of Title VII programs (CSDE, 1978a) requires
information on the language ability of staff. California state law
(California Legislature, 1976) goes beyond Title VII, ESEA
requirments in mandating qualified bilingual-crosscultural teachers
for grades K-6 where there are ten or more LES/NES students of the
same language at a grade level. Cervantes (1978) points out as a
major flaw of the AIR impact study of Title VII (Danoff et al.,
1978) the failure to carefully identify teacher and aide language
proficiencies in both the experimental and comparison groups.
B-4 Content and procedures for staff development.
The content and procedures for the staff development
component are specified, including: major elements
(topics) for teachers and aides, the instructional
activities to be employed, and the participation of NELB
community members in providing training. (Criterion 6)
The evaluation plan is part of a program which will serve a
specific school site, with an unique target population and needs.
The context of the evaluation is framed by the instructional
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program, its theory of action, and its staff and other resources. A
required staff development component (USDHEW/OE, 1975 & 1976)
carries with it evaluation needs, and the characteristics of that
component will determine important aspects of the program
implementation. The topics and instructional activities chosen for
staff development should, or course, be designed to complement
existing staff skills (USCCR, 1975). Resources must be available to
add staff development activities based on an ongoing assessment of
needs. For example, additional training may be required in how to
employ in the daily work of the classroom when it is found that
the actual use of is less than called for in the program design
(Legaretta, 1977). The provision of staff development expertise
from outside the school may be complemented by the use of NELB
community members and local staff as the experts who are best
equipped to train others on the staff (Gold, 1978a).
B-5 Community services and roles .
Services provided for parents and community members, and
the active roles open to community members in furtherance
of project goals are clearly specified. (Criterion 7)
NELB community services and roles for participation in the
program form another major component of any Title VII project, and
one which shapes the context of the project evaluation. The
evaluator and the audiences of the evaluation must know what
services are provided to NELB parents and other community members,
and what roles are open to them for active participation in the
89
program (Gold, 1978a; Paulston, 1977; Tempos, in preparation).
Federal regulations require the formation of parent advisory
committees, and the participation of conmunity members in the
design, implementation and evaluation of a Title VII project
(USDHEW/OE, 1976). Cummins (1977) considers the socio-political
setting of a bilingual education program (including extent of NELB
community participation) to be an important set of background
variables affecting the eventual outcomes of the program. Gold
(1978a) examined practices in bilingual education programs in
Massachusetts and Connecticut and observed that strong community
participation was a means to counter the intransigence of school
officials reluctant to implement programs of bilingual education.
B-6 Needs of community and students reflected in goals.
The goals of the project clearly reflect the needs of the
NELB community and its students. (Criterion 8)
It is widely accepted that the goals of an educational project
ought to reflect the needs of the target population of students
(Worthen & Sanders, 1973; Stufflebeam et al., 1971). The linkage
between needs assessment and goals should be obvious (see Criterion
C/B-1, below). The variables peculiar to bilingual education
include literacy goals related to the actual support for
literacy in in the community, and English acquisition goals
which are realistic in terms of the role of English in the lives of
adults and students, etc. (Castro, 1976; Cummins, 1977; Paulston,
1976 & 1977; Tilley, 1976). For example, literacy goals in Samoan
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for Samoan-speaking third graders may not match the assessed needs
in a suburban community where there are only five Samoan-speaking
LES/NES students in the school, and where the community can identify
no teacher or instructional aide with literacy skills in that
language.
B-7 Instructional procedures, including roles of Li and
Instructional procedures are specified, including: the
extent to which Li and English will be used as media of
instruction, the major bilingual instructional approaches,
and the modes of instruction to be employed. (Criterion 9)
Both the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (USCCR, 1975) and the
U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO, 1976) identified as a planning
and evaluation need the specification of the extent to which
and English are used as media of instruction. Modes of instruction
such as team teaching (with an aide or with another teacher),
individualized instruction, computer assisted instruction, grouping
by language proficiency groups, etc., must also be specified as part
of the instructional design. Likewise specific bilingual
instructional approaches may be specified as part of the treatment
that is to be controlled (preview-review approach, concurrent, ESL
only, etc.). The planning function of including such specifics in
project proposals fits the evaluation need as well. Ortiz, for
example (n.d) found that traditional teaching characteristics were
preserved in bilingual classrooms. If such is the case, and if
local project staff should be found to deviate from the planned uses
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of and English (see Legaretta, 1977), then the evaluation
procedures should document the program as actually implemented (see
Criterion C/B-8, below) and make provisions for comparison and
contrast with the program plans.
B-8 Criteria for transfer of FES students to all-English
instruction.
The criteria, if any, by which it is decided to transfer
students to all-English instruction are clearly stated.
(Criterion 10)
The Federal Bilingual Education Act (up to 1978) was flexible
enough to allow local discretion regarding the continued
participation of NELB students in bilingual classrooms once they
became fluent English speakers. This flexibility had strong critics
(Epstein, 1977b), and has led to one of the more controversial
findings of the AIR national impact study of Title VII: as few as
30% of the students in Title VII classrooms were claimed to be of
limited English speaking ability (LESA), and therefore in need of
bilingual services (Danoff et al., 1978).
While neither federal nor state law had an explicit provision
requiring the transfer of former LESA (or LES/NES) students to
all-English classrooms, the controversy regarding transitional vs.
maintenance bilingual education is such that even a "non-policy" on
the question of transfer ought to be explicitly stated (Kjolseth,
1976). The pre-requisite to transfer—reclassification of a student
from LES to FES—must also be accomplished by means of a carefully
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selected set of criteria and a rigorous process to ensure against
errors in the classification.
B-9 Overall language and culture goals .
The overall goals for students, in terms of language and
culture are stated explicity. (Criterion 11)
The determination of appropriateness of program goals and the
assignment of relative weights to these goals is one of the
important contributions of Scriven to evaluation methodology
(1967). For Scriven, the evaluator must be responsible for judging
the merit of an educational practice in terms of the stated goals as
well as in terms of the ultimate impact of the program, which may
extend beyond explicit program goals (hence Scriven 's emphasis on
including some "goal -free" evaluation in every evaluation effort).
In bilingual education the goals may be many and diverse, but
high on every list of anticipated outcomes are goals for both
and L
2
(English) and for the knowledge of cultural content as well
as self-identity of the students (Castro, 1976; Fernandez, 1977;
Paulston, 1976 & 1977; Tilley, 1976; and Troike & Perez, 1977). The
statement of these goals is necessary to guide both program
implementation and the evaluation of the program (Molony, 1976;
Stufflebeam et al., 1971). The goals may be stated in terms of high
literacy skills in both languages and an acceptance and
reinforcement of the learner's home culture which, combined with the
learning of appropriate skills, norms, values and behavior's
will
enable the learner to respond with advantage to available
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opportunities of the dominant culture (Gold, 1977). They may. on
the other hand, be stated in terms of minimal or no literacy skills
in and the mere instrumental use of oral as a a means to
the goal of the student who speaks only English and is completely
enculturated to the Anglo-dominant norms (Kjolseth, 1976). Such
widely different goals would of course require different
instructional approaches as well as an evaluation plan tailored to
the program and its anticipated outcomes.
B-10 Longitudinal studies .
Longitudinal studies of pupil achievement are planned,
where feasible, taking into account the multi-year language
learning and academic goals of bilingual education.
(Criterion 18)
The need for longitudinal evaluation studies is recognized in
the conventional evaluation literature, but not generally promoted.
Worthen and Sanders point out that, for example, "Long-term
retention may be much more important than immediate learning. The
dysfunction of making final judgement (re: a program) on the basis
of short-term outcomes must be avoided wherever there is reason to
suppose that long-term and short-term outcomes might be
significantly different" (1973, p. 346). It is, in fact, the case
with bilingual education that we have evidence to support the belief
that long-term and short-term outcomes will be different. Cummins
(1977 & 1979) and Paulston (1977) provide evidence that the language
acquisition we seek for NELB students is neither a short-term nor
linear phenomenon. Campeau et al. (1975), RMC (1979), and Troike
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and Perez (1977) detail the urgency of the need for longitudinal
studies of bilingual education, and provide suggestions for
variables to be studied and methodology to be used {note
particularly Rodriguez-Brown et al., 1976). Examples of useful
longitudinal approaches may be found in A. Cohen (1975), and in the
discussions of the Canadian programs in Tucker (1977).
B-11 Appropriate unit of analysis .
A unit of analysis appropriate to the bilingual program is
specified, taking into consideration cells which are
defined by: Grade, initial language category of students
(NES, LES, FES), and school or program type. (Criterion 23)
Kerlinger stresses the importance of establishing appropriate
categories of data according to the problem and purpose of any study
(1973, p. 137). This categorization is the first step in any
analysis, and, in a bilingual education setting, should take into
account at a minimum the grade level of students, intial language
category of students (both English and L-j proficiencies), and the
school or program type. Cohorts of students—or, in a very large
program, groups of students—must share the same general background
in terms of relative language proficiency, grade level, and school
or program type (treatment). When the categorization of data for
analysis does not match the nature of the problem being studied, the
result may be uninterpretable findings. Such was found to be the
case with the AIR study of Title VII (Danoff et al., 1978). Several
reviews of that study have pointed to its failure to correctly
partition a relevant unit of analysis (Arias 6t al., 1977,
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Cervantes, 1978; O'Malley, 1978). The problem of unit of analysis
must be addressed in any study, but becomes all the more important
in evaluations of bilingual education programs (Campeau et al.,
1975) where relative language proficiency and treament types may
combine to yield cohorts at each grade too small for statistical
analysis. (This criterion is closely related, to Criterion C-5,
Sample Size ). The problem of unit of analysis was recognized in
part in the evaluation manual for the exemplary bilingual programs
disseminated by USOE (CEMREL, 1976, p. 11).
B-12 Pre-specified goals and unanticipated outcomes.
Both pre-specified goals and unanticipated outcomes of
bilingual education are assessed in the summative
evaluation of the instructional component. (Criterion 26)
Evaluation of program outcomes typically focuses mainly on the
instructional component, or student outcomes which are anticipated
to be impacted positively by instruction (Alkin et al., 1974). It
is, indeed, a requirement of federal regulations (USDHEW/OE, 1976)
and many state laws (Irizarry, 1978a) that student achievement
outcomes be assessed in at least reading, oral language, and
mathematics in English.
The federal regulations have been interpreted (Gold, 1978b) as
requiring assessment of all pre-specified goals, and would in
selected cases include outcomes in Fine Arts, in Social Studies
(including History and Culture of the NELB community), in affective
growth, and in certain school environmental indicators
such as
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attendance or grade repetition, or even school violence (Paulston,
1977). Some of these latter indicators may well be unanticipated
consequences of implementing the bilingual education program, and
provision should be made to collect data on these and other
indicators in order to note completely the impact of the program
(CEMREL, 1976; Mackey, 1977; Rodriguez-Brown, 1978; RMC, 1979). An
evaluation approach which uses assessment of diverse outcome
variables is consistent with the recommendations of Metfessel and
Michael (1967), and matches what we know about bilingual instruction
as a program which embraces all facets of the student's school
experience (Saldate, 1977).
Joint Conventional/Bilinqual Evaluation Screen
The joint conventional/bilingual evaluation screen consists of
nine criteria which were thoroughly supported in both the
conventional education evaluation literature and in the bilingual
education evaluation literature. These criteria are considered
essential for any evaluation effort in a local educational project,
and of particular importance in the evaluation of a bilingual
education project.
C/B-1 Document needs and describe target community.
The bilingual education needs of the community, district, and
school are thoroughly documented, including such aspects as:
ethnic composition, population mobility, prior academic
achievement, language characteristics of adults and pupils,
geography, economics, etc. (Criterion 1)
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Documentation of student and community needs is essential for
the planning and evaluation of any program (Sanders & Nafziger,
1976; Stufflebeam et al.. 1971; Tallmadge. 1978; Worthen & Sanders,
1973). Varied goals and strategies may be chosen to implement
bilingual education programs; the approaches chosen— and therefore
the evaluation of the program— should match the needs of the
participants. The needs assessment is as much an integral part of
program planning (Danoff et al., 1977, p. A-12) as it is of program
evaluation (CEMREL, 1976). Mackey (1977) has presented an
exhaustive list of variables to be considered in the evaluation of
bilingual education. Included are the educational needs of
students, as well as social, political and economic factors in the
NELB community, factors related to the attitudes toward and the
roles and status of and English in the local community.
Spolsky et al., (1974) emphasized many of the same factors in
their conceptual model for describing and evaluating bilingual
education, and Cummins' theoretical model (1977, 1979) would require
a thorough documentation of background factors and child input
variables for both program design and evaluation. In order to
interpret the outcomes of any program evaluation it is necessary to
document the original needs as well as the implementation and the
outcomes (CEMREL, 1976; Rodriguez-Brown, 1978; Stake, 1967;
Stufflebeam et al., 1971; USCCR, 1975).
98
C/B-2 Measurable objectives for ma.ior components.
Specific, measurable objectives are stated for each of the
major project components, including: Culture and history
of NELB pupils, development and/or acquisition of
curricula, and/or instructional materials, evaluation,
instruction, community participation, project management,
and staff development/training.
In program planning, needs are the source of information for the
selection of program objectives. These objectives figure in the
plan as a means for guiding implementation, and serve much like a
contract with the funding agency. Title VII projects are expected
to describe the program in terms of major components, and must
present an evaluation plan which will assess the LEA's progress in
achieving its Title VII project objectives (USDHEW/OE, 1976). To do
this, specific, measureable objectives must be stated in the project
proposal. The objectives will vary according to participant needs
and program goals (Castro, 1976; CEMREL, 1976; R. Cooper, 1978;
Fernandez, 1977; Tilley, 1976). Mackey highlights the importance of
a clear statement of objectives.
We can only evaluate specific types of bilingual schooling
one at a time for a particular group in an attempt to
answer such specific questions as: to what extent do the
modifications in the language behavior of this school
population as it is produced in these classes enable this
group of learners to achieve this particular linguistic or
educational objective? If the objectives are either
unknown or too vague, it may be impossible to make any
evaluation at all (1977, p. 227).
Objectives must be stated in such a way that the evaluation
effort can be expected to shed light on the extent to which those
objectives are reached (Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 267). Scriven
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(1967) and others have suggested that the objectives themselves be
evaluated to determine their worth. Certainly it is appropriate to
provide a mechanism within the evaluation for teachers, parents,
school administrators and others to validate the stated program
objectives (Tilley, 1976, Worthen & Sanders, 1973).
C/B-3 Summative evaluation of major components.
Sumnative evaluation of the project focuses clearly on
objectives for the major components, including:
Instruction, Development and/or acquisition of curriculum,
and instructional materials. Community participation. Staff
development, and Project management. (Criterion 16)
While most summative evaluation efforts typically have focused
only on student academic achievement (Patton, 1975 & 1978), there is
a clear requirement in federal regulations for an evaluation design
which includes, "provisions for assessing the applicant's progress
in achieving the objectives set out in its application for
assistance" (USDHEW/OE, 1976: p. 23865). Medina concurs in this
interpretation that the evaluation must be comprehensive. "It must
provide for an assessment of progress in all project components;
instruction, staff development, materials acquisition and
development, and community involvement. It must be concerned not
only with achievement of products, but with effectiveness of the
processes, both operational and management, by which these products
are to be achieved" (1975, p. 73-74). Fernandez (1977) emphasizes
the importance of a comprehensive evaluation approach in order
to
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increase the interpretability of bilingual education evaluation
results.
Scriven (1967), Worthen and Sanders (1975), and Sanders and
Nafziger (1976) all urge a broad approach to program evaluation
which is best categorized as concern for the 'scope' of the
evaluation by Stufflebeam (1974a). An explicit plan for summative
evaluation of all these components must, of course, be preceeded by
the statement of objectives for the program (Criterion C/B-2). In
order to ensure that this evaluation will take place, staff
resources and procedures for evaluating the various components must
be spelled out in the project proposal (CEMREL, 1976).
C/B-4 Systematic evaluation planned for all components.
Rigorous, systematic procedures are planned for evaluation
of all components, including: Management, Curriculum and
materials. Community participation. Staff development, and
Instruction (Criterion 17).
It is insufficient to merely state objectives and an intent to
evaluate each component. Appropriate evaluation procedures and
designs must be planned; these procedures must be both rigorous and
systematic to ensure the validity of the evaluation findings (Alkin
et al., 1974; Campbell & Stanley, 1966; CEMREL, 1976; Dulay & Burt,
1977; Gephart, n.d.). Selected procedures and designs may be
appropriate for the evaluation of the management, parent
participation or curriculum components (Campeau, et al., 1975),
while others are more appropriate for evaluation of the staff
development component or the instructional component i.e., student
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achievement outcomes (Alkin et al., 1974; Campbell & Stanley, 1966;
Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975; Metfessel S. Michael, 1967;
Rodriguez-Brown, 1978). Each component must be addressed in detail,
providing the plan for the basic technical design, an indication of
the use of longitudinal analyses where feasible, and assurance that
reasonable efforts will be made to control for intervening variables
in any experimental or quasi-experimental designs (RMC, 1979;
Roberts, 1976; Seelye & Balasubramonian, 1973).
C/B-5 Appropriate comparisons for estimates of pupil
performance in absence of prograirTi
Some comparison group or comparison procedure is employed
to estimate what the performance of participants would have
been in the absence of the program. An experimental or
quasi-experimental design is appropriately employed where
possible to assess the impact of the bilingual education
program on pupil achievement (Criterion 19).
While objectives-based designs (Tyler, in Worthen & Sanders,
1973) and the use of criterion-referenced measures of student
achievement may provide local projects with useful information, the
summative evaluation of pupil achievement outcomes should be
referenced to some group or standard to enable judgments to be made
regarding the impact of the program (Campbell & Stanley, 1966;
Campeau et al., 1975; Cornette & Askins, 1976; GAO, 1976; Horst,
Tallmadge & Wood, 1975; Kosecoff & Fink, 1976; USCCR, 1975;
USDHEW/OE, 1975 & 1976).
Worthen and Sanders (1973) advocate the use of experimental or
quasi-experimental designs in selected cases, where the need for
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information is comparative. "This is especially true if the
programs to be evaluated have stabilized to a degree where they are
clearly definable. If, as is often the case, no comparative
evaluation questions are asked, then the evaluator should in no way
feel obligated to make use of comparative experimental designs" (p.
224). The federal regulations governing Title VII evaluations
during the period of this study did, however, require some
comparison of pupil performance with an estimate of what performance
would have been in the absence of the program (USDHEW/OE, 1975 &
1976).
Wholey et al. argue that most evaluation efforts which fail to
use experimental or quasi -experimental designs are of little use
(1970). This is a statement from the federal perspective, and is
representative of the policy makers' and federal administrators'
needs for impact evaluation findings.
C/B-6 Confounding variables are controlled .
Control of confounding variables such as history, SES,
maturation, sex, IQ, language proficiency, attrition and
accretion, and teacher qualifications or skills is
established through the use of appropriate design,
sampling, data collection, and analysis procedures
(Criterion 20).
Control of confounding variables may be exercised by the use of
an experimental design, and by careful attention to the technical
requirements of such tasks as test administration, data collection,
sampling and analysis (Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Kerlinger, 1973;
Isaac & Michael, 1971). While the greatest control will be
found
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with an experimental design, even quasi
-experimental designs may be
controlled by the careful evaluator. In a bilingual education
program several variables are of crucial importance, and the failure
to control these will render uninterpretable any differences
observed between the treatment group and a comparison group. We
know, for example, that initial language proficiency in and
English must be controlled (Campeau et al., 1975; Cummins, 1977).
If the groups differ in this regard, or if there are significant
differences in the SES, SEX, IQ, or attrition or accretion in either
of the groups, the evaluation findings may be compromised. Likewise
the key differences among teacher qualifications must be noted. It
would not be a valid comparative design to compare the achievement
of students in a bilingual program staffed by neophyte teachers,
with that of a comparison group in classes with ten year veterans.
C/B-7 Bilingual education independent variables.
Bilingual education independent variables are clearly stated.
(Criterion 21).
A major flaw of both local and large scale evaluations has been
the failure to specify the independent variable(s) which form the
treatment. Campeau et al., (1975) note this gap in their research
for exemplary bilingual programs. House et al. critized the
national evaluation of Follow Through for its failure to establish
that a program type was, in fact, the independent variable (i.e.,
the "treatment''( (1978). While it is a great oversimplification of
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the teaching/learning process. Figure 3 illustrates the relationship
between independent and dependent variables.
0l
Student
Performance
Educational
4 Intervention
02
Altered
Student
Performance
Where:
I = An observation of a dependent variable, such
as reading or math scores.
= A treatment, such as bilingual education,
composed of one or more independent
variables.
O1 -O2 = The impact of X on student performance.
This impact is only attributable to X if
other reasonable explanations of the effect
have been controlled.
Figure 3. The relationship between independent and
dependent variables.
When evaluating several sites with bilingual education treatments,
one must specify the independent variables. The failure to do this
and to document actual treatments earned AIR's impact study of Title
VII (Danoff et al., 1977, 1978) much criticism (Arias et al., 1977;
Cervantes, 1978). This statement of independent variables is
closely related to the program's theory of action of bilingual
education, required under criterion B-2, above.
C/B-8 Procedure for documenting program implementation.
Procedures for documenting the implementation of the
program treatments are specified. (Criterion 22)
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It should be clear that without an identification of independent
variables, and subsequent documentation of program implementation,
there can be no reasonable interpretation of program outcomes. The
mere presence of additional funding at a school may be an
independent variable which competes with "bilingual education as the
"cause" of achievement outcomes (Campeau et al., 1975). The
specification of independent variables, and documentation of
treatment are necessary to identify the extent to which treatment
and comparison groups are the same or different in educational
treatments (Bernal, 1974; Cooper, R. L., 1978; Light & Smith,
1971). This is not a trivial concern in bilingual education
programs, for it has been found that many traditional teaching
practices are preserved in spite of program designs to the contrary
(Ortiz, n.d.), and even that is used much less than planned
(Legaretta, 1977). Without documentation of treatments, one has no
basis for reaching conclusions regarding the impact of a given
treatment.
C/B-9 Linguistic, cultural, and psychometric properties of
instruments .
The linguistic, cultural, and psychometric appropriate-
ness of the assessment instruments are clearly established.
(Criterion 30)
Crucial to any evaluation is the collection of valid and
reliable data on the dependent variables. Federal regulations
recognize the particular problems of testing linguistically and
culturally different students with instruments designed for other
106
purposes (USDEW/OE, 1976). Many critics have detailed the dangers
of using tests inappropriately with minority students (De Avila &
Havassy, 1974; Fishman et al., 1964; Goldman & Hartig, 1976;
Perrone, 1977; USCCR, 1975; Wargo & Green, 1978). While limited in
scope, some recent test reviews provide some guidance on the
linguistic and cultural appropriateness of tests (CABE, 1976;
Pletcher et al., 1978; Spencer, 1978) as well as critical reviews of
psychometric properties (Buros, 1938 to 1972; Hoepfner, ed., 1970).
The appropriateness of instruments must be established by reference
both to critical reviews and to the technical manuals of the tests,
in order to eliminate from use those tests which fail to meet
acceptable psychometric standards as well as those which are not
appropriate for testing students in bilingual education programs.
Longitudinal Criteria
In the literature review, three longitudinal factors surfaced
which could be hypothesized to affect selected meta-evaluation
criteria over the three year period chosen for this study
(1975-78). The first of these factors was a change in the federal
regulations governing the evaluation component in Title VII
programs, which took effect with the 1977-78 school year (USDHEW/OE,
1976). Since the new regulations were more explicit in their
reguirements
,
it was anticipated that continuation proposals for
1977-78 and later years may show greater detail and sophistication
in response to the more prescriptive guidelines.
TABLE
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The second factor resulted from a consideration of the Title VII
funding and application cycle which typically requires local project
staff (teachers, resource teachers, central office administrators)
to hurriedly prepare a project proposal with little evaluation
expertise brought to bear in the design of the evaluation
component. Frequently, however, it has been observed that
continuation proposals may reflect the expertise of external
evaluators who have served the project in year-one. This second
factor led as well to the hypothesis that proposals for years two
and three (1976-77 and 1977-78, in most cases) would show the input
of professional evaluation consultants.
The third factor was isolated from the observations of Alkin et
al. (1974) and Offenberg (1973) that the evaluation focus shifts
from primarily formative evaluation concerns in the first years of a
project to more focus on summative evaluation concerns as the
project matures.
Summary
This chapter has presented a review of the literature pertaining
to the evaluation of bilingual education programs. The need for
improvements in both conventional and bilingual education evaluation
was established, and a history of the neglect of evaluation in
bilingual education was presented. The distinction between research
as conclusion-oriented investigation, and evaluation as
decision-oriented investigation was made, and information on the
no
limitations of conventional educational evaluation was presented in
order to provide a perspective by which to set expectations for
evaluation in bilingual education.
With this historical and technical perspective, twenty-four
criteria were identified as pertaining to either of two quality
screens: the conventional educational evaluation screen ('C-
Criteria) or the bilingual education evaluation screen
(
'
B
'
-Criteri a) . An additional nine items were found to be
meta-evaluation criteria in a joint conventional /bilingual
evaluation screen ( 'C/B'-Criteria). The criteria were developed
from a review of the literature on both evaluation and bilingual
education. Table 1 provides a concise listing of all
meta-evaluation criteria.
The methodology employed in the study is presented in Chapter
III, with details on the study design, the development of data
collection items from the meta-evaluation criteria, the sampling of
project proposals, training of coders, and data collection. Data
processing and analysis procedures are described, and note is made
of limitations to the generalizablity of the findings due to
methodological constraints.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter provides a detailed description of the design and
methodology of the study. The design is described and is followed
by an explanation of the way in which the sample was chosen for the
study. A description of the characteristics of the Title VII, ESEA
bilingual education projects that comprised the sample is included.
The following section provides a description of the development
and organization of the meta-evaluation criteria, and details the
procedures used to translate the meta-evaluation criteria into items
on the Proposal Data Sheet (Instrument 1; see appendix A).
Development of items to capture necessary demographic data from the
project proposals on the Demographic Data Sheet (Instrument 2; see
appendix B) is detailed in the following section, and the
instruments are described.
The data collection procedures themselves are then explained,
with information on the characteristics and training of coders, the
timelines for data collection, the procedures used to translate
information from project proposals into responses on the Proposal
Data Sheet, and the quality controls implemented during the data
collection effort.
Data processing procedures employed are explained, and the
procedures used for analysing the data in terms of the
meta-evaluation criteria are detailed. The chapter is summarized
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with a statement of several caveats regarding limits on the
generalizability of the findings due to methodological factors.
Study Design
Based on objectives
A retrospective descriptive design was used in order to achieve
the objectives of the study. Those objectives were met by separate
phases of the design, as follows:
Objective One . Conceptualize meta-evaluation criteria by which
to judge the quality and appropriateness of proposed Title VII
bilingual education project evaluations.
This objective was met by the development of the meta-evaluation
screens, as presented in Chapter II. The methodology employed was a
systematic review of the literature of conventional evaluation and
bilingual education evaluation, and the regulations pertaining to
evaluation in bilingual education, with the purpose of selecting
important ideas concerning what constitutes good evaluation.
Objective Two . Apply the meta-evaluation criteria to selected
Title VII, bilingual education project proposals for the years
1975-78.
This objective was met by the translation of meta-evaluation
screens into the items of the data collection instruments, and the
application of the instruments to the sample of Title VII project
proposals.
Obiective Three. Obtain and report data on the extent to which
selected TitTe“V II, bilingual education project proposals meet
the meta-evaluation criteria.
This objective was met by an analysis of the data collected and
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by a comparison of the responses to the items on the Proposal Data
Sheet with the meta-evaluation criteria of the conventional
evaluation the bilingual education evaluation, and the joint
conventional/bilingual evaluation screens. The strength of this
descriptive design rests on a carefully selected sample of bilingual
education project proposals (see below), on a systematic and
thorough review of the literature, on a careful selection of the
important criteria by which to judge the quality and appropriateness
of project evaluations (see Chapter II), and on an analysis of the
discrepancies found between the meta-evaluation criteria and the
project proposals studied.
Development and organization of meta-evaluation criteria.
The meta-evaluation criteria were developed by means of the
literature review. Selected works in educational evaluation and in
bilingual education evaluation were screened for criteria indicative
of quality evaluations. Procedures used for selection of the
literature to be reviewed included computerized searches of the ERIC
data base, extensive reading in the fields of educational evaluation
and bilingual education, and interviews with professionals in the
field of bilingual education evaluation (Cervantes, Diaz, Irizarry,
Johnson, Note 1)
The criteria selected for this meta-evaluation study were those
mentioned by three or more authorities as being of major importance
in the conduct of educational evaluations or evaluations of
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bilingual education programs. In addition, the criteria selected
survived the ultimate test of feasibility of data collection. That
is, each criterion was translated into a one or more data collection
items for the Proposal Data Sheet, and it was found in pilot testing
to yield a reliable response from an objective scrutiny of project
proposals. It was determined that several criteria could best be
observed by means of multiple items on the Proposal Data Sheet, and
that others could be observed by means of a single item. Note the
correlation of meta-evaluation criteria with Proposal Data Sheet
items, and the literature review sources of all meta-evaluation
criteria in appendix C. That appendix contains, in addition, the
SPSS names assigned to each variable in the data analysis, and an
indication of the screen or screens to which the criterion applies.
Conventional educational evaluation screen . The conventional
educational evaluation screen consists of those criteria suggested
by the conventional education evaluation literature as being
essential to the design of good educational evaluations. This
literature consists of generally recognized texts on educational
evaluation, and the original writings of major evaluation theorists
(see chapter II).
Bilingual education evaluation screen . The bilingual education
evaluation screen consists of those criteria suggested by the
literature of bilingual education as being essential to the design
of adequate and appropriate evaluations for bilingual education
project evaluations. This literature consists principally of
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writings on bilingual education, critiques of bilingual education
evaluation and research, and the few articles and studies which were
found to address the specific concerns of evaluation in bilingual
education (see Chapter II). While Title VII regulations were
considered in the elaboration of this screen, the criteria go well
beyond those set by the federal government, and include factors
believed by authorities to be essential for the design and conduct
of useful project evaluations.
Joint conventional/bi lingual evaluation screen . Nine criteria
were recommended both by the conventional evaluation and the
bilingual education evaluation literature, and are therefore
cross-listed as elements of both screens (see appendix C). These
nine criteria were then assigned to a joint conventional/bilingual
evaluation screen. The translation of the meta-evaluation criteria
into specific items of the Proposed Data Sheet is discussed below
under Data Collection.
Sample .
Rationale and procedures for selection . The sample for this
study consisted of the proposals for Title VII, ESEA, bilingual
education project funding for twenty-five local school districts in
California. The sample was selected in a systematic manner from
among the 134 local educational agencies receiving Title VII funding
in California during 1977. California was selected as the location
for the sample principally because of the willingness of the
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California StatG Department of Education to provide access to its
archives of program documents, and because of the Department's
overall support of the objectives of the study. A review of
information on Title VII projects funded nation-wide established
that the projects funded in California were substantially
representative of the diversity of language groups, geographic
settings, project sizes, and instructional approaches found in
bilingual education projects throughout the country (DACBE, 1978a).
A stratified sample of 25 Title VII, ESEA, bilingual education
projects was chosen for the study. The base year for stratification
data was 1977-78. During that year, 134 Title VII projects served
elementary and secondary grades (K-12) in California, with grants
totalling $23.8 million (Lopez & Cervantes, 1978). These projects
constituted 26% of the 515 projects funded nationally for that year,
and served a total of over 60,000 pupils in twelve non-English
languages. Seven criteria guided the drawing of the stratified
sample from among the 134 projects:
1) Projects which were first funded in 1975-76 or 1976-77.
2) Grants initially negotiated for three years or more.
3) Projects serving 100 or more NES/LES pupils.
4) Projects serving the following languages: Spanish
(approximately 80%) and other languages such as Pilipino,
Cantonese and Portuguese (approximately 20%).
5) Projects serving only pre-school or kindergarten through
eighth grade.
6) Geographical distribution throughout the major regions of
California: a) Southern counties, b) Greater Los Angeles
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basin, c) Greater San Francisco Bay region, d) Mid-Central
state, and c) Lower Central State.
7) Projects located in urban, rural and suburban settings.
Forty-seven projects (35% of all California Title VII projects
in 1977-78) were found to meet the above criteria; these projects
served as the population to be investigated. A sample of 25 of the
projects was reviewed, and project proposals were coded, using the
Proposal Data Sheet (Instrument 1). The ultimate criterion for
inclusion in the sample was the availability of the project
documents for three consecutive years. Twenty-four projects were
reviewed for the years 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. The review of
one project was based on proposals for 1976-77, 1977-78, and
1978-79. Due to the small number of projects in each stratum, and
the descriptive objectives of the study, it was decided that random
sampling would not add appreciably to the generalizability of the
findings. Anonymity of the projects was assured by making use of
code numbers for each project in the analysis and reporting of the
findings.
Characteristics of the sample . The Title VII projects studied
consisted of 25 bilingual education projects covering principally
the elementary grades. Several included grades seven and eight
along with K-6 or pre-school through grade six program. All
projects are located in the state of California, and are found in
twelve different counties (See Table 1 and Figure 4).
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Table 1
Projects by County
County
Alameda 3
Contra Costa 2
Kern 1
Los Angeles 6
Orange 1
Riverside 2
San Benito 1
San Bernardino 3
San Francisco 1
San Mateo 1
Santa Clara 3
Ventura 1
TOTAL 25
The sample consisted of one project encompassing a total
metropolitan area, one which served schools in an urban neighborhood
or neighborhoods, fourteen located in suburban settings, and nine
which were located in rural settings. First-year budgets ranged in
size from a low of $48,000 to a high of $546,106, with a mean of
$236,703 per project. First year data on pupil population served
indicated the projects serving from 150 to 1,327 pupils, with a mean
of 490 pupils per project. Of these, 360 (73.5%) were NES or LES
pupils. During the first year of the projects, over 12,000 pupils
were served in 108 schools. The mean number of schools per project
was 4.32, and the average project involved 17 teachers and 14
aides. All of the projects served speakers of Spanish. Nineteen of
120
Location of Title VII, ESEA,Figure 4 . projects
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these were Spanish only, while the balance served as well speakers
of Portugese, Pilipino, and/or Cantonese (see Table 2).
Table 2
Projects by Languages Used in Addition to English
Non English Languages ji %
Spanish only 19 76
Portuguese and Spanish 3 12
Pilipino and Spanish 1 4
Cantonese, Pilipino and Spanish 2 8
TOTAL 25 100
The selection of the stratification criteria was guided by the
need to provide a manageable study size with some uniformity of
program and evaluation variables. For example, project size of 100
LES/NES pupils or more was believed more likely to lend itself to
selected statistical analysis of student achievement data than
projects of a smaller size. The distribution of projects by
language and region conformed closely to the distribution of LES/NES
students in California according to the latest language census
available at the time of the sampling (CSDE, 1978b).
Rationale for longitudinal sample . The sample of proposals
reviewed consisted of seventy-five documents: three annual
proposals for each of the twenty-five projects. The selection of
a
longitudinal sample of project documents for review was motivated
by
three factors. The first of these factors was
a change in Title VII
regulations governing the evaluation
component in proposals which
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took effect with the 1977-78 school year (USDHEW/OE, 1976). These
regulations provided a somewhat more defined framework for
conducting Title VII evaluations than the prior regulations
(USDHEW/OE, 1975). It was anticipated that continuation
applications for 1977-78 and later projects may have reflected these
more prescriptive guidelines.
The second factor motivating the selection of a longitudinal
sample has to do with the way in which evaluation resources are
brought into play in multi-year federally-supported programs like
Title VII. The typical local district assigns local staff the
responsibility of writing a project proposal. Minimal funds are
available to prepare the proposal, and the evaluation component is
sketched out with little or no input from persons with evaluation
expertise. When the grant award is made, the local district issues
an RFP, and hires an external evaluator several months after the
start of the school year. The evaluator is given the responsibility
to pull together year-one student achievement data, write a year-end
evaluation report, and (perhaps) contribute to the writing of the
evaluation design for the following years of the project. If this
redesign work is done, it is submitted in the continuation
application for year-two of the project. In many cases, the
year-one evaluator is not re-hired to conduct the evaluation for the
remaining years of the project, since the district usually must
issue annual RFP's, and often selects a different external evaluator.
The third factor which came into play in the selection of the
three-year sample of project proposals is the evolutionary nature of
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evaluation over the life of a project. Some authors have suggested
that the evaluation focus shifts from primarily formative evaluation
activities to summative evaluation activities as the project matures
(Alkin et al., 1974; Offenberg, 1973).
An additional objective of this study, then, was to detect any
changes over the three year period which might be a result of 1)
changes in federal regulations, 2) increased sophistication
regarding evaluation due to the inclusion of external evaluation
personnel in the grant-writing efforts and design of the projects,
or, 3) the stabilization and maturation of the projects. The
longitudinal sample allows the investigator to examine these
factors. While most of the analysis of data is performed on the
complete sample of seventy-five proposals, a few selected variables
are examined by year over the three year period.
Data collection.
Instrument development . Two separate instruments were developed
for this study. The first was the Proposal Data Sheet
(Instrument 1, see appendix A), containing items developed from the
meta-evaluation screens, and the second was the Demographic Data
Sheet (Instrument 2, see appendix B).
In order to develop the Proposal Data Sheet, the meta-evaluation
criteria were applied informally in a careful reading of several
project proposals. After this informal content analysis of the
proposals, selected items were written to conform to the meta-evaluation
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criteria, and to the content and format found in Title VII project
proposals. During the period of instrument development, two drafts
of the Proposal Data Sheet were prepared and circulated to two
experts in bilingual education and evaluation (Cervantes & Diaz,
Note 2). The items were critiqued in terms of the feasibility of
coding data from proposals, in terms of the internal logic of the
item, and in terms of the congruence of the item with the
meta-evaluation criteria. Two additional drafts were prepared
during the coder training phase. Development of Instrument 1 was
carried on between November 1977 and April 1978.
As Instrument 1 evolved, it became apparent that one major
concern of the bilingual education evaluation screen was with the
appropriate use of linguistically and culturally appropriate testing
instruments in the evaluation designs. In order to make provision
for the collection of data on the test instruments used by local
projects, a complete test catalog system (Gold and Cervantes, 1978)
was developed. This catalog system assigns a numerical code to each
test, by level and form. The catalog provides information on the
publisher, age or grade range, language(s) of the test, availability
(commercial or non-commercial), and principal uses for which the
test was intended. The catalog was compiled from seven major
sources of information on instruments used in the evaluation of
bilingual education programs, and consisted of 430 distinct
instruments. Included was a total of over 700 separate listings
which represent various forms, editions and levels of these
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instruments. Access to the catalog is by means of a card file
arranged in either alphabetical or classification order, or by means
of a computerized listing, which indexes the instruments in
alphabetical order, by major classifications (appropriate uses), and
by language. This catalog was used to code responses to selected
Proposal Data Sheet items (P8, P45, P45).
The Proposal Data Sheet (Instrument 1) consisted of items on the
major bilingual education emphases of the project, staffing, staff
training, parent participation, curriculum and materials
development, use of English and the primary language (L^^) as media
of instruction, primary instructional units, and bilingual
instructional approaches and project goals. These program data
items formed the first section of Instrument 1, and were derived
from criteria requiring a description of the context of the program
which is to be evaluated.
The second section of Instrument 1 consisted of data items
specific to the evaluation objectives, evaluation design,
methodology, instrumentation, and proposed analyses.
Instrument 2, the Demographic Data Sheet, was developed to
collect data on project type, number of total pupils served by the
project, total funding requested in the proposal, length of proposed
federal grant, total enrollment of the applicant school district,
total LES/NES enrollment of the district, number of LES/NES to be
served by the project, number of schools to be served, grades and
languages to be served.
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Figure 5 illustrates the way in which the two instruments were
keyed to each other by means of the county-district-school (CDS)
number and federal project grant number and the role of the "Catalog
System for instruments used in the evaluation of bilingual education
projects" (Gold & Cervantes, 1978).
Prior to full implementation of the study, the instruments were
pilot-tested on actual project proposals; Instrument 1 was pilot
tested twice. The first pilot test of Instrument 1 took place using
draft #3 of the instrument as part of the training coders. The
final draft was then pilot-tested fully at the completion of the
training (see below).
Characteristics and training of coders . The items of Instrument
1 required extensive training due to the need to establish
concensus among raters on both definitions of terms and the rating
scales employed. Three research assistants were selected to perform
the review of project proposals. The research assistants were
master's level graduate students with training and classroom
experience in bilingual education. All had some evaluation and
statistics background. Training in the use of Instrument 1 was
conducted over a 2-1/2 week period (March 22 - April 7, 1978) and
included a total of 48 hours of direct training and discussion of
the instrument. An additional 26 hours were spent during this
period on two complete pilot-tests using an intermediate and the
final draft of the instrument.
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Instrument 1
(Appendix A)
Instrument 2
(Appendix B)
Figure 5. Instruments used for data collection, their application
to the sample, and relationship to the Catalog of Instruments
(Gold & Cervantes, 1978).
Note : Seventy-five project proposals were rated (25 projects x
3 years )
.
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The training schedule was as follows:
Wednesday, March 22
Introduction, organization of the instrument (Draft
#2), review of selected items and terminology.
Program data.
Thursday, March 23
Quiz on previous day's material. Items on evaluation
data. Evaluation designs, notation, etc.
Instructional approaches.
Friday, March 24
Quiz on previous day's material. Coding system for
assessment instruments. Review of evaluation items.
Evaluation types. Revisions to instrument.
Monday, March 27
Review of previous day's material. Further revisions
to instrument, based on team suggestions and
practicality of coding choices. Review of complete
Instrument 1 (Draft #3).
Tuesday, March 28
Wednesday, March 29
Thursday, March 30
Pilot Test #1 using Draft #3 of Instrument 1. Each
reviewer and the investigator completed review of two
proposals. The same proposals were reviewed and coded
by all four individuals.
Friday, March 31
Debriefing based on Pilot Test #1, including review of
items and coding choices which showed the lowest
inter-rater reliability. Further suggested revisions
to the instrument.
Monday, April 3
Tuesday, April 4
Final revisions to Instrument 1 and reproduction.
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Wednesday, April 5
Thursday, April 6
Brief review of final changes, and Pilot Test #2 using
Draft #4 (Final) (see appendix A).
Friday, April 7
Debriefing based on Pilot Test #2
Four research assistants were trained in a half-day session in
the use of Instrument 2. They coded the demographic data from
proposals using the instrument, and placed the data directly on
FORTRAN coding sheets for later keypunching and subsequent data
processing.
Coding procedures for Instrument 1 . Review of proposals was
carried out over a five-week period (April 10 - May 12), with
research assistants working part-time on flexible scheduling. It
was determined that the mean time for coding a proposal was
approximately three hours and forty minutes (3:40). New proposals
(first year applications) required substantially more time than
proposals for continuation of existing projects (5:20 vs. 3:05).
During review of proposals all completed instruments were
checked by the investigator for out-of-range values, and corrected
by the original reviewer in the few cases where such were found.
Quality control was maintained by means of frequent contact and
consultation among the members of the research team, and direct
supervision by the principal investigator. Upon completion of all
75 proposals. Instrument 1 responses were transferred to FORTRAN
sheets for keypunching and subsequent data processing. Instrument
2
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data was entered into automated files using as the record key
California's County-District-School (CDS) code system.
Data processing
. Data processing was carried out through the
Management Information Center of the California State Department of
Education, utilizing facilities of the Stanford University Computer
Center. SPSS programs were employed (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences, Version H, Release 7.2 for S/360) (Nie, et al.,
1975). The principal programs used in analysis were FREQUENCIES,
CROSSTABS, AND BREAKDOWN. The timeline for data processing included
preliminary data file edits in May of 1978, and selected data runs
in June, July and August of 1978.
Analysis procedures . Data analysis strategies were both general
and specific. General analyses included examination of the major
categories of variables for trends in missing or un-codable items.
Preliminary to the specific analyses was a determination of the
extent to which project proposals actually furnished data of the
type sought by the items of Instrument 1. A second general concern
was whether any cross-year trends could be discerned from an
examination of the proposal data as a longitudinal sample across the
three years.
The approach taken for specific analyses was the grouping of
variables into the categories derived from the original
meta-evaluation criteria, and a subsequent discrepancy analysis
between the stated criteria and the results of the responses to
Instrument 1 items. Reference was made to the "Catalog of
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Instruments used in the Evaluation of Bilingual Education Programs"
(Gold & Cervantes, 1978) in order to judge the appropriateness of
selected instruments named in the proposals as data collection
instruments for program variables (note items P8, P45, P46).
Caveats . While every effort was made to verify the validity and
reliability of the data collection instruments and the validity of
the sample of projects as representative of bilingual education
projects funded in California during this period, the reader should
be aware of the methodological limitations to general izability of
this study. As noted above, the sample was purposefully
restricted: by geographic location, to selected grade ranges,
project size, languages, and project experience. While there is no
clear evidence that this sample is necessarily representative of
similar projects throughout the country, neither is there reason to
believe that it differs significantly in its essential
characteristics on the variables studied. Campeau et al. (1975) did
find similar flaws in the evaluations of projects from all parts of
the country — a finding which may suggest some uniformity of
evaluation problems beyond projects operated in California.
The development of the meta-evaluation screens was based on a
thorough review of the literature, and the items of Instrument 1
were reviewed and critiqued for appropriateness by experts in the
fields of bilingual education and evaluation. Nevertheless, the
content validity claim for Instrument 1 is clearly arguable. Such a
claim is tentative until reinforced by extended professional
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critique of the criteria and the items derived therefrom. Likewise,
the inter-rater and the score-rescore reliabilities of Instrument 1
remain unproven. Due to the small number of raters (three), the
relatively small sample, the cost in time and manpower to rate a
single proposal, and the large number of variables, it was decided
not to under-take inter-rater and score-rescore reliability
studies. Rather, reliability was insured by thorough training and
close supervision of the coders.
Summary . This chapter has presented an overview of the study
design, with an emphasis on the central role played by the
meta-evaluation criteria conceptualized as three screens in Chapter
II. These screens were used to generate data collection items,
which in turn served to describe the evaluation efforts proposed by
twenty-five local school districts in California in their
applications for federal funding under Title VII, ESEA. The
sampling rationale and procedures were described, and the key
demographic characteristics of the sample were noted. A description
of data collection activity included a review of the development of
the instruments, their refinement and pilot-testing and their
administration by thoroughly trained coders. Data processing and
analysis procedures were described, and note was made of possible
limitations to the generalizability of the findings due to
methodological constraints.
We now turn to the findings of the study in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter presents the findings of the study, and is organiz-
ed in four major sections. In the first, the findings related to
the conventional educational evaluation screen ("C" criteria) are
presented and discussed. The second section covers the findings
related to the bilingual education evaluation screen ("B” criteria);
and the third section covers the findings on those criteria found to
be elements of the joint conventional/bilingual evaluation screen
("C/B” criteria). The last section of the chapter presents the
findings for those variables analyzed longitudinally, and explores
any changes over the three year period studied which may be due to,
1) changes in federal regulations, 2) increased evaluation expertise
after project start-up, or 3) a shift from formative evaluation to
more emphasis on summative evaluation as the project matures.
It will be recalled that 52 data collection items were developed
from the meta-evaluation criteria (see discussion in chapter III);
these items were applied to Title VII project proposals as raters
filled out the Proposal Data Sheet (see appendix A). Each data
collection item consisted of one or more discrete variables, and
there were a total of 200 study variables. The analysis of the data
consisted of bringing together the findings on the study variables
in a way that shed light on each of the meta-evaluation criterion
statements. The purpose of this analysis is to determine the
quality of the proposals so that recommendations
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for improvement can be made.
The reader will note that the meta-evaluation criteria are
discussed in the order presented in chapter II. The criteria have
been listed in tabular form in appendix C. Included in that
appendix are the criterion statements, the sources in the literature
supporting their inclusion in the meta-evaluation screens, the data
collection items which were developed to collect data from project
proposals, and the specific variables (SPSS variable names) which
served as the basis for data processing and analysis. By reference
to appendix C the reader has an index to the specific data
collection items in the Proposal Data Sheet (appendix A) and the
Demographic Data Sheet (appendix B). Where appropriate, specific
variables are mentioned in the discussion below and they are
identified by their SPSS variable names — a short name of eight
characters of less (Nie et al., 1975). Unless otherwise specified,
the unit of analysis for each variable is the individual project
proposal, and the total number of valid cases in = 75.
Conventional Educational Evaluation Screen
Findings .
C-1 Statement of evaluation model . The overwhelming majority
of proposals studied (88%) failed to stipulate any model which was
to serve as a guide for evaluation efforts. Of the 75 proposals
studied, only six (8%) gave any indication that an evaluation model
was chosen to guide evaluation efforts. In three cases there was an
unclear reference to an evaluation model (4%).
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C-2 Evaluation staff internal and external . Evaluations were
most often (50.7%) to be conducted by a combined effort of both
internal and external evaluators. Evaluators external to the
project were to conduct 22.7% of the evaluations, and project or
district staff working without external assistance were to conduct
18.7%. One proposal (1.3%) indicated that the evaluator would be
external with only minimal internal aid, while five proposals (6.7%)
failed to specify the position of the evaluator. Table 4 presents
the findings on this criterion, and includes the adjusted percent,
after accounting for those not specifying the position of the
evaluator.
C-3 Range of evaluation types included . The evaluation types
indicated in the proposal were ranked from most to least
emphasized. Sixty-one proposals (81.3%) indicated two to four
evaluation types each. Twelve proposals (16%) indicated only one,
and two proposals (2.7%) did not specify any evaluation types.
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Table 4
EVALPOSNi Position of Evaluator(s) with Respect to Project
Evaluator Position
ni % Adj %
Internal 14 18.7 20.0
External 17 22.7 24.3
Both internal and external 38 50.7 54.3
Internal with minimal
external consulting aid
— — —
External with minimal
internal aid
1 1.3 1.4
Not specified 5 6.7 Missing
Totals 75 100.0 100.0
The adjusted weighted frequency showed a major focus on
sunmiative evaluation (45.3%) with some emphasis on formative
evaluation (23.9%) and product evaluation (22.6%). These are not
exclusive categories, nor is there universal agreement in their
meaning (Alkin et al., 1974; Offenberg, 1973; Stuff lebeam, 1974a).
It is clear, however, that the major evaluation effort of the
projects studied consisted of summative evaluation of project
outcomes. There was less emphasis on formative evaluation, and a
minimal forcus on process evaluation (7.7%, adjusted weighted
frequency). Table 5 presents the findings for this criterion.
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Table 5
EVALTYP; Evaluation types most emphasized
Evaluation type jn
Adjusted
frequency (%)®
Summative 254 45.3
Formative 134 23.9
Product 127 22.6
Process 43 7.7
Context 2 0.3
Input 1 0.1
Total 561 100.0
= 561, the total weighted frequency of the evaluation types
as ranked. The weighted frequency was calculated by assigning
points to the first through fourth rank, as follows: 1st = 4, 2nd =
3, 3rd = 2, 4th = 1.
C-4 Multiple approaches to formative evaluation . While some
formative evaluation effort was specified by 60% of the sample, 40%
specified no procedures for gathering formative evaluation data, and
few described any kind of feedback system which would place timely
information in the hands of parents, pupils, and project staff. One
or two approaches to gathering formative evaluation data were
spcified by 26.7% of the sample. Three or four approaches were
specified by 33.3%. The approaches to gathering formative
evaluation data are presented in Table 6. The greatest reliance was
placed on data from teacher records and from internal evaluator
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records. There were only rare indications that formative evaluation
was planned for components other than instruction.
C-5 Adequate cell size in sample . Forty five of the proposals
(60%) did not specify the sample size to be used in the evaluation
of student achievement outcomes. Of those specifying sample size,
six specified from one to ten groups (classes, sub-groups by
language proficiency, etc.). The balance (32%) specified samples
ranging from 200 to 1,327 students. The average number of
classrooms per project was 17, spread across more than four
schools. If one assumes one Title VII classroom at each grade, at
each school, the average number of students per grade level in the
sample specified was approximately 123. Of these, 73.5% were
LES/NES pupils.
C-6 Standard sampling techniques employed . Very few of the
proposals specified the use of standard sampling techniques. No
sample was to be used by 21.3%, from which we may infer that all
Title VII pupils would be tested and their scores would be
considered in the evaluation. Only 1.3% stated they would use
random sampling, 6.7% specified stratified sampling, 2.7% specified
matrix sampling, and 6.7% specified some other sampling technique.
The balance of the proposals indicated no planned use of these
procedures (86.7% - 92%), or were unclear in their discussion of
sampling techniques (5.3% - 6.7%).
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Table 6
FORMEV: Approaches to Gathering Formative Evaluation Data.
Formative evaluation approaches
Adjusted
frequency (%)a
Teacher records 19 16.8
Internal evaluator observations 18 15.9
Locally developed criterion -
referenced measures 15 13.3
External evaluator observations 15 13.3
Survey, informal means 14 12.4
Attendance or other unobstruive
measures 13 11.5
Commerical criterion ref measures 7 6.2
Standardized tests 5 4.4
Others 7 6.2
Totals 113 100.0
^n = 113, the total frequency of approaches to gathering
formative evaluation data specified.
C-7 Appropriate pre-and post-test intervals . Approximately
three-fourths of the proposals presented detailed timelines for data
collection. The maximum time scheduled between pre-tests and
posttests administered for the instructional component averaged
approximately 7-8 months, while the minimum time scheduled between
pre-tests and post tests averaged 6-7 months. Table 7 presents the
data on the maximum and minimum time elapse proposed for pre- to
PREPOMAX
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post-test1ng. Only six proposals (8%) indicated a maximum of more
than nine months, while two proposals (2.7%) indicated a minimum of
three months or less. The mode for the maximum was 6-7 months
(47.4%, adjusted). For the minimum it was also 6-7 months (67.9%,
adjusted).
C-8 Procedures for administration and scoring tests and data
processing . Procedures for administration and scoring of tests were
generally specified in the proposals (73.3%), although only limited
information was given. Far fewer proposals (only 10.7%) provided
information on procedures for data processing. Table 8 presents the
findings on the two variables, ADMSCOTE and DATAPROC.
Table 8
ADMSCOTE and DATAPROC: Procedures for Administration
and Scoring of Tests and for Data Processing.
Described Limited No
Procedures in full description description unclear
n % n % n % n %
ADMSCOTE
Administer &
Score Tests
4 5.3 51 68.0 20 26.7 — —
DATAPROC
Data
Processing
2 2.7 6 8.0 65 86.7 2 2.7
C-9 Appropriate instruments and multiple criteria used for key
variables. Specific assessment instruments used for evaluation of
143
the instructional and other components were coded, using the catalog
system developed for this purpose (Gold & Cervantes, 1978). Many
proposals specified no instruments at all for some of the curricular
areas. Among those curricular areas where multiple measures were
often indicated were oral language achievement in English (41.3%
specified two instruments), reading achievement in (40%
specified two instruments), reading achievement in English (50.7%
specified two instruments), and math or science in English (48%
specified two instruments).
No instruments or procedures were specified for the purpose of
gathering data on any unanticipated consequences of the programs,
and fully 60% of the proposals lacked specification of even one
instrument for the assessment of affective achievement objectives.
Table 9 presents the findings on the use of multiple criteria for
various key variables.
The appropriateness of instruments was judged by reference to
the catalog of instruments (Gold & Cervantes, 1978) which contains
publisher information on the purpose, grade range, and languages of
the instruments. In cases of doubt, additional instrument reviews
were consulted (BABEL, 1972; Bye, 1978; CABE, 1976; Pletcher et al.,
1978; Silverman et al., 1976). Instruments specified in the
proposals were coded as the proposal writers stated they would be
used. The tables that follow present the findings on the intended
use of these instruments. Instruments clearly inappropriate for the
specified use are marked, "NA".
Number
of
Instruments
or
Procedures
specified
f
\
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Table 10
lORALEN: Assessment Instruments for
English Oral Language Achievement
Code Name la
Adjusted
frequency (%)
140 BOLT - Bahia Oral Language 1 1.2
170 BINL - Basic Invent of Nat Land 3 3.7
290 BSM - Bilingual Syntax Measure 11 13.6
680 CTBS - Comprehensive Test of Basic Sk 5 6.2 NAa
695 CTBS - Expanded Form 1 1.2 NA
720 CTBS - Form S 1 1.2 NA
745 Continuous Test for DISTAR Lang 1 1.2
746 Continuum of Land Skills - Rowland USD 3 3.7
1090 Eng Phonemic Proficiency Test 2 2.5
1100 Eng Phonemic Unit Production Test 1 1.2
1375 H-200 Lois Michael Test 2 2.5
1684 InterAmer Ach Test 5 6.2 NA
2035 Language Dominance Index - CSDE 1 1.2 NA
2036 Language Dominance Index - Chess 1 1.2
2060 Dailey Language Faility Test 2 2.5
2075 Language Rating Scale - Oxnard USD 1 1.2
1.22132 Lennox Lang Develop CRT 1
2200 Marysville Test of Language Dorn 1 1.2
1.2 NA
8.7
2281 Metropolitan Read Test 1
2530 Moreno Test of Oral English 7
2615 Oral Speech Proficiency Test 1 1.2
2715 Peabody Oral Proficiency 2 2.5
2730 Peabody Picture Vocab Test 2 2.5
3517 Santa Clara Inventory Devel 3
1
3.7
1 o
3870 Babel Lang Test l.C
1.2
3.7
4.9 NA
3971 Stanford Early School Achievement 1
4160 TACL - Test of Auditory Comprehen 3
4170 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences 4
4171 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences Lev K 9
11.1 NA
2.5 NA
4172 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences Lev L 2
Others
Total
2
81
2.5
100.0
SNA = Test inappropriate for this purpose.
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Instruments specified for the assessment of oral language
achievement in English are presented in Table 10. In addition to
these 32 instruments, four proposals stated they would use some
unspecified, locally developed instrument, and one would rely on
general school records.
Instruments specified for the assessment of oral language
achievement in are presented in Table 11. In addition to
these 30 instruments, five proposals stated they would use some
unspecified, locally developed instrument, and one would rely on
general school records.
Instruments specified for the assessment of reading achievement
in English are presented in Table 12. In addition to these 32
instruments, three proposals stated they would use some unspecified,
locally developed instrument, and one would rely on general school
records.
Instruments specified for the assessment of reading achievement
in are presented in Table 13. In addition to these 32
instruments, nine proposals stated they would use some unspecified,
locally developed instrument, and two would rely on general school
records.
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Table 11
lORALLl: Assessment Instruments for Oral
Language Achievement -
Code Name
J2
Adjusted
frequency (%)
90 Assess Program of Early Learn 1 1.6
140 BOLT - Bahia Oral Language 1 1.6
170 BINL - Basic Inventory Nat Lang 1 1.6
290 BSM - Bilingual Syntax Measure 8 12.9
340 Boehm Test of Basic Concepts 1 1.6
680 CTBS - Comprehensive Test of Basic Sk 1 1.6 NA®
746 Continuum of Lang Skills - Rowland 3 4.8
1010 Dos Amigos Lanq Scale 2 3.2
1215 Follow Through, SSLC Profile 1 1.6
1684 InterAmer Ach Test 6 9.7 NA
1791 InterAmer Series 1 1.6 NA
1870 James Lang Dominance Test - Span 1 1.6
1871 James Lang Dominance Test - Port 1 1.6
2036 Language Dorn Index - Chess 1 1.6
2060 Dailey Lang Facility Test 1 1.6 NA
2975 Language Rating Scale 1 1.6
2132 Lennox Lang Development CRT 1 1.6
2200 Marysville Test of Lang Dorn 2 3.2
2205 Marysville Oral Lang Profic Test 2 3.2
2615 Oral Span Prodiciency Test - Moreno 2 3.2
2715 Peabody Oral Proficiency 2 3.2
2730 PPVT - Peabody Picture Vocab Test 2 3.2
3160 Prueba de Lectura 1 1.6 NA
3517 Santa Clara Inventory 3 4.8
3850 Span Phonemic Unit Production 3 4.8
1.63872 Span Test of Oral Lang Proficiency 1
4170 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences 2 3.2 NA
4171 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences 7 11.3 NA
4172 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences 2 3.2 NA
1.6
4415 Title VII BL Checklists - Chino USD 1
Total 80 100.0
gNA = Test inappropriate for this purpose.
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Table 12
IREADEN: Assessment Instruments for English Reading Achievement
Code Name
Adjusted
frequency {%)
385 CAT - Achievement Tests 4 3.9
404 CAT - CA Achievement Tests - Lev 4 1 1.0
405 CAT - CA Achievement Tests - Lev 5 1 1.0
411 CAT - CA Achievement Tests, Form A-Lev I 3 2.9
680 CTBS - Comprehensive Test Basic Skills 34 33.0
695 CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Exp Form 3 2.9
701 CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Form Q 1 1.0
720 CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Form S 2 1.9
760 CRT - Cooperative Primary Tests 4 3.9
1280 Gates - MacGinitie Reading Tests 3 2.9
1684 InterAmer Ach Test 4 3.9
1790 InterAmer Series 1 1.0
2132 Lennox Lang Development CPT 1 1.0
2200 Marysville Test of Lang Dorn 1 1.0 NA^
2250 Metropolitan Achieve Test 2 1.9
2461 Nelson Denny Test 2 1.9
2806 Pi rami d Reading Criteria 6 5.8
3130 Prueba de Lectura 1 1.0 NA
3517 Santa Clara Inventory 1 1.0
3520 Santillana Lang Devel Test 1 1*0
3725 SOBAR CRTS 2 1.9
3890 SRA Achievement Tests 1 1.0
3930 Stanford Achievement Tests 7 6.8
3955 Stanford Diagnostic Read Test 1 1.0
3971 Stanford Early School Ach Test 1 1.0
3975 Stanford Span/Eng Dominance Test 1 1.0 NAc o
4170 TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences 7 6.0
4171 TOBE - Test of Basic Exper - Lev K 2 1.91 r\
4555 Wise - Test of Reading Skills 1
1 • 0
Others 4
3.9
Total 103 100.0
^NA = Test inappropriate for this purpose.
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Table 13
IREADLl Assessment Instruments for L] Reading Achievement
Adjusted
Code Name n^ frequency (%)
20 Ambiguous Verbal Stimulus Test 1 1.2
290 BSM - Bilingual Syntax Measure 1 1.2 NA^
385 CAT - CA Achievement Tests 1 1.2
410 CAT - CA Achievement Tests - Form A 3 3.7
411 CAT - CA Achievement Tests - Form A 3 3.7
680 CTBS - Comprehens Test of Basic Sk 4 4.9
1684 InterAmer Achievement Test 14 17.1
1740 InterAmer Series - Read 2 2.4
1780 InterAmer Series - Tests General Abil 1 1.2
1790 InterAmer Series - Tests of Reading 2 2.4
1791 InterAmer Series - Tests of Reading 2 2.4
1793 InterAmer Series - Tests of Reading 1 1.2
2132 Lennox Lang Develop CRT 1 1.2
2200 Marysville Test of Lang Dorn 1 1.2 NA
2250 MAT - Metropolitan Ach Test 1 1 .2
2475 New Bedford Port Ach Test 1 1 .2
2806 Piramid Reading CRT 4 4.9
3040 PAL - Prueba Aptitude Lectura 1 1 .2
3130 Prueba de Lectura 2 2.4
3160 Prueba de Lectura 3 3.7
3260 Pruebas de Lectura SCDC 3 3.7
1.23517 Santa Clara Inventory 1
3518 Santi liana Criter - Ref Prog Mastery Test 4 4.9
3520 Santillan Lang Developmt Test 4
1
4.9
1.2 NA3726 SOBARS
3730 SOBER - Espanol 12 14.6
4170 TOBE - Tests of Basic Experiences 4 4.9
4171 TOBE - Tests of Basic Experiences Lev K 2 2.4
1.2
3.7
4415
Others
Title VII Biling Checklists - Chino USD 1
3
Total 82 100.0
^NA - Test inappropriate for this purpose.
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Instruments specified for the assessment of achievement in
mathematics or science in English are presented in Table 14. In
addition to these 27 instruments, eight proposals stated they would
use some unspecified, locally developed instrument, and one would
rely on general school records.
Instruments specified for the assessment of achievement in
mathematics or science in are presented in Table 15. In
addition to these 21 instruments, eight proposals stated they would
use some unspecified, locally developed instrument and one would
rely on general school records.
Instruments specified for the assessment of socio-cultural
objectives, such as social studies, cross-cultural studies, and
history, are presented in Table 16. In addition to the five
instruments specified, 21 proposals stated they would use some
unspecified locally developed instrument, and 12 would rely on
general school records.
Instruments specified for the assessment of affective
objectives, such as self concept, attitude toward school, etc., are
presented in Table 17. In addition to these 16 instruments, 13
proposals indicated they would use some unspecified, locally
developed instrument, and five would rely on general school records.
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Table 14
IMTSCEN: Assessment Instruments for Math/Sdence Achievement In English
Code Name Adjusted
H frequency {%)
385
390
400
680
695
701
711
720
760
1615
1625
1684
2132
2250
2806
2955
3890
3930
3932
3954
3960
3971
4170
4171
4172
CAT - CA Achievement Tests 3
CAT - CA Achievement Tests - 57' i
CAT - CA Achievement Tests - 70' 1
CTBS - Comprehens Test of Basic Sk 29
CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Exp. Form 2
CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Form Q 2
CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Form R 1
CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Form F 2
CRT - Coorperative Primary Tests 3
Holt Math Test 1
Houghton - Mifflin Individual Pupil 2
InterAmer Achievement Test 3
Lennox Math CRT 1
Metropolitan Ach Test 3
Pi rami d Reading CRT 2
Biling Prog Assess Pupil Inst - De Avila 1
Spolsky Span/Eng Dorn Assessment 1
Stanford Achievement Test 8
Stanford Achievement Test Prim II 1
Stanford Diagnostic Math 1
Stanford Early Achievment Test 1
Stanford Early Achievment Test Lev I 3
TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences 8
TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences Lev K 9
TOBE - Test of Basic Experiences Lev L 4
3.2
1.1
1.1
30.5
2.2
2.2
1.1
2.2
3.2
1.1
2.2
3.2
1.1
hi NAa
1.1
1.1 NA
8.4
1.1
1.1
1.1
3.2
8.4
9.5
4.2
Others 2 2.2
Total 95 100.0
aNA - Test inappropriate for this purpose.
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Table 15
IMTSCLl Assessment Instruments for Math/Science Achievment in Li
Name
Adjusted
J1 frequency {%)
12 Addison - Wesley CR (Math) T 1 2.3
385 CAT - CA Achievement Test 2 4.7 NAa
390 CAT - CA Achievment Tests - '57 1 2.3 NA
410 CAT - CA Achievement Test - Form A 2 4.7 NA
680 CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Skills 2 4.7 NA
711 CTBS - Comprehens Test Basic Sk, Form R 1 2.3 NA
1624 Houghton - Mifflin CR (Math) T 1 2.3
1625 Houghton - Mifflin Individ Pupil 2 4.7
1635 ICRA - Criterion Math Sequence 1 2.3
1653 Individual i Computat Sk - Houghton-Miff lin 1 2.3
1684 InterAmerican Ach Test 5 11.7
1910 Keymath Diagnostic Arithm Test 1 2.3
2135 Lennox Math CRT 1 2.3
2806 Pi rami d Reading CRT 2 4.7
2955 Biling Program Assesmt Pupil - De Avila 1 2.3
3954 Stanford Diagnostic Math 1 2.3
3971 Stanford Early School Achievemt 1 2.3
4170 TOBE - Tests of Basic Experiences 6 14.0
4171 TOBE - Tests of Basic Experiences Lev K 6 14.0
4172 TOBE - Tests of Basic Experiences Lev L 4 9.3
4415 Title VII BL Checklists - Chino USD 1 2.3
Total 43 100.0
®NA - Test inappropriate for this purpose.
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Table 16
ISOCULT: Assessment Instruments for Sociocultural Achievement
Code Name £
Adjusted
frequency
125 Awareness Multicultural - Rowland 1 13.0
830 Cross Cultural Attitude Inventory 1 13.0
2425 Multicultural Assessmt Inventory 3 38.0
3527 SAT Social Studies 2 25.0
4170 TOBE - Tests of Basic Experiences 1 13.0
Total 8 100.0
Instruments specified for use in other program components are
presented in Table 18. These included any instruments or procedures
specified for collection of data on the curriculum and materials,
staff development, parent participation, management, or evaluation
components. In addition to the 18 instruments specified, 17
proposals indicated they would use some unspecified, locally
developed instrument, and 30 would rely on general school records.
C-10 Assessment instruments described . The finding on the
extent to which the assessment instruments for the instructional
component were described were presented in Table 19. The great
majority of the proposals (80%) described instruments only partially
or not at all.
Code
460
490
545
1060
1670
2245
2425
2426
2735
2930
2931
3315
3640
3738
4015
4554
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Table 17
lAFFOBJ: Assessment Instruments for Affective Objectives
Name
Adjusted
ji frequency {%)
CA Test of Mental Maturity 1
Cardona and Assoc. Attidude Survey 2
Child's School Attitude - Lennox SD 3
Encuesta Habitos - Psychological corp 1
Inferred Self-Concept Scale 1
Metfessel Self-Concept 3
Multi -Cultural Assess Inventory 1
Multiethnic/Mulicult - Rowland USD 1
Peers - Harris Self-Concept Scale 1
Primary Self-Concept Inventory 1
Primary Self-Concept Inventory 3
Pupil Soc Skills Behav Checklt - Lennox 1
Self-Concept and Motivaton Inventory 2
Soc Grow and Attit Test - Newark, Bench ley 2
Survey of School Attitudes - Harcourt-Brace 1
Younger Student Form 1
4.0
8.0
12.0
4.0
4.0
12.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
12.0
4.0
8.0
8.0
4.0
4.0
Total 25 100.0
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Table 18
lOTHCMP: Assessment Instruments for the Evaluation of
Components other than the Instructional
Adjusted
Code Name n frequency {%)
15 Alameda Co Needs Assessment 1 4.8
16 Alameda Co Needs Assess Measure 1 4.8
275 Bilingual Edu Inservice - Lennox 1 4.8
895 Cultural Pluralism Inv - Oxnard 2 9.5
2505 Observation Checklist - Oxnard 1 4.8
2660 Parent Attitude Education - Las Cruces 1 4.8
3517 Santa Clara Inventory 1 4.8
3927 Staff Development Scale - Oxnard 1 4.8
4085 Teacher Attitude Survey - Lennox 1 4.8
4180 Test of Basic Skills 1 4.8 NA^
4435 Unit Checklist Affective Grow - Lennox 1 4.8
4441 Valle Lindo Administrative Question 1 4.8
4442 Valle Lindo Adv Committee Question 1 4.8
4443 Valle Lindo Classroom Checklist 2 9.5
4444 Valle Lindo Inservice Effectiveness 2 9.5
4445 Valle Lindo Parent's Attitude Question 1 4.8
4446 Valle Lindo Parent Interview Question 1 4.8
Other 1 4.8
Total
:
21 100.0
^NA = Instrument inappropriate for this purpose
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Table 19
DESCRINS: Extent to Which Instruments are Described
Extent to which
instruments are described %
Adjusted
frequency (%)
In full, including form,
level, edition, publisher
4 5.3 7.8
In most essential aspects,
although not in full
11 14.7 21.6
In part 36 48.0 70.6
Not described 24 32.0 Missing
Total 75 100.0 100.0
C-11 Student achievement scores reported appropriately . Three
variables were examined to determine the extent to which the
evaluation design made plans for appropriate reporting of student
achievement scores. These included a check to see if there were any
plans for reporting individual scores (20% of the projects stated an
intent to report individual scores). Also examined were the planned
reporting formats for group scores (all but 16% of the proposals
planned some report of group scores), and the planned use of
inferential statistics (41.3% of the proposals described in intent
to use one or more inferential statistics). Each of these three
variables had up to three responses coded. The numbers of score
report formats (individual and group) and inferential statistics
coded for each proposal are presented in Table 20. The 15 proposals
specifying an intent to report individual scores stated a total of
19 report formats, as indicated in Table 21.
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Table 21
INDSCOR: Formats for Reporting Individual Scores
Form of score
Adjusted
frequency {%)^
Percent i 1 es/quart i 1
e
8 42.1 NA^
Raw scores 5 26.3 NA
Grade equivalents (GE) 1 5.3 NA
Z-score/std score 1 5.3 NA
GE gains 1 5.3 NA
Raw score gains 1 5.3 NA
Language categories 1 5.3 NA
Others 1 5.3 NA
Totals 19 100.0
^n = 19, the total frequency of formats for reporting individual
scores specified.
bNA = Not appropriate for project evaluation.
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The 59 proposals specifying the intent to report group scores,
stated a total of 118 group score report formats as indicated in
Table 22.
Table 22
GRPSCOR: Formats for Reporting Group Scores
Form of Score ji
Adjusted
frequency
Standard deviations 25 21.2
Raw score means 20 16.9
Percentile means 20 16.9
Mean raw score gains 17 14.4
GE means 14 11.9 NA^
Mean GE gains 7 5.9 NA
Z-score means 6 5.1 NA
Language categories 2 1.7
Others 7 5.9
Totals 118 100.0
^n = 118, the total frequency of formats for reporting
individual scores specified.
^NA = Not appropriate for project evaluation (Horst, 1978;
Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975).
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The 31 proposals specifying the intent to use inferential
statistics indicated a total of 41 of these statistics, as presented
in Table 23.
Table 23
INFSTAT: Inferential Statistics to be Used
Statistic
Adjusted
n frequency (%)^
T-test 18 43.9
Anova 6 14.6
Some inferential statistics.
unspecified 4 9.8
Chi 2 3 7.3
Ancova 2 4.9
Factorial anova 1 2.4
Regressions 1 2.4
Others 6 14.6
Totals 41 100.0
3n = 41, the total frequency of inferential statistics specified.
C-12 Warnings re: the limitations of the evaluation .
Only 19 of
the proposals (25.3%) presented any warning pointing out
the
limitations of the evaluation design, with some information
on how
these limitations might affect the general izability
or validity of
the findings. Of these, only 4 (21.1%, adjusted)
presented a
thorough statement to this effect.
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Discussion
The above findings based on the conventional evaluation screen
indicate that three of the twelve criteria were substantially met,
three were partially met, and four additional criteria were met to
only a minimal extent. Two criteria were not met at all. Table 24
presents a summary of these findings.
Only 8% of the proposals made a clear reference to any
evaluation model. It was therefore difficult to determine the key
purpose of the evaluation, the role of the evaluator, how the
evaluation data was intended to be used for decision-making, etc.
In terms of the use of evaluation staff, it is likely that many of
the projects may be able to benefit from the team effort recommended
by Patton (1978), Stufflebeam (1974a) and others. But while 54.3%
of those providing information on evaluation staff (ji = 70) planned
to rely on both internal and external staff, 24.3% of these
indicated that the evaluation effort would be totally in the hands
of personnel external to the project.
In general the proposals were successful in presenting plans for
a range of evaluation types to be included. But while 81.3% of the
proposals specified from two to four evaluation types each, the
crucial context and input evaluation types were ranked extremely
low, with only 0.3% and 0.1% (respectively) of the weighted
frequency. Likewise, there was only minimal focus on process
evaluation (7.7%) (see Table 5). This finding coupled with those of
Criterion C-9 leads to the conclusion that the local project
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Table 24
Extent to which Conventional Educational
Evaluation Criteria were Met
Extent criterion^
Criterion was met
C-1 Statement of evaluation model 0
C-2 Evaluation staff internal and external XX
C-3 Range of evaluation types included —
C-4 Multiple approaches for formative
evaluation X
C-5 Adequate cell size in sample XX
C-6 Standard sampling techniques employed X
C-7 Appropriate pre- and post-test intervals XX
C-8 Procedures for administration and scoring
tests and data processing —
C-9 Appropriate instruments and multiple
criteria used for key variables X
C-10 Assessment instruments described
—
C-11 Student achievement scores appropriately
reported —
C-12 Warnings re: the limitations of the
evaluation 0
^Key: + = Fully adequate
XX = Substantially met
X = Partially met
— = Some minimal extent
= Not met0
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evaluations were designed in such a way to focus mainly on the
perceived federal interest in summative, conclusion-oriented studies
of the impact of the local Title VII project on student
achievement. Criterion C-9 findings reveal a minimal effort to
collect data on components other than the instructional (Table 9),
and the findings on the design of the evaluation for the various
components (criteria C/B-3 and C/B-4, below) reinforce the
impression that project evaluation is perceived mainly as the
collection and reporting of student achievement data.
Some formative evaluation approaches were specified (Table 6),
but the failure to indicate who would be responsible for this
effort, and what resources would be used for formative evaluation,
raise questions regarding the likelihood that a formative evaluation
feedback mechanism would in fact be implemented.
Most of the proposals (60%) did not specify any sample size.
Those that did, appear to have identified reasonable cohorts of
sufficient size to allow for the use of inferential statistics on a
single year basis. Many of the proposals, however, indicated
samples of insufficient size to ensure matched data across several
years of a longitudinal study in schools where student attrition can
range from 30% to 80% per year. The findings of criterion B-10,
below, confirm the impression that longitudinal studies of pupil
achievement are unlikely to be conducted in the Title VII local
project evaluations.
The failure of most proposals to specify the use of standard
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sampling techniques may be best interpreted in light of the total
average project size, and the size of the largest projects. For
example, one of the largest projects, with 1,070 total Title VII
enrollment carried out classes at nine schools. Pupils were
enrolled in from three to five grades at each school. If we assume
an average of four grades, that provides us with approximately 30
pupils at each grade, at each of nine schools. With a total project
population of this size it would not be necessary to draw a sample
of students for the evaluation study. In fact, the approximately
270 pupils per grade should all be assessed, and group score
analysis should be conducted separately for the FES students, those
who were initially identified as NES, and those identified as LES.
There may be a need for even smaller cohorts based on length of time
enrolled in the program, etc.
Analysis of the proposed average time elapse between pre- and
post testing reveals that this planned time falls within the
generally-accepted time frame for most standardized tests. Since
multiple tests were often specified, and since the timelines for
each may have varied, this finding should be viewed as a compos it
judgement of the rater on all tests specified. It is a rough
approximation of the testing timelines in the proposals.
The proposals lacked specificity regarding procedures for
administration and scoring of tests and the procedures for data
processing. Such omissions would be the rare exception for a
research proposal, but are apparently the rule for these local
project evaluations (note also Alkin et al., 1974; Campeau et al..
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1975). As a practical matter, the failure to detail these
procedures at the proposal stage places extraordinary burdens on
those who must implement the projects, for they will be faced with
the task of simultaneously planning and carrying out all components
of the program, including the evaluation.
The criterion requiring the use of appropriate instruments and
multiple criteria for assessing key variables was partially met.
While instruments were generally specified for the key variable of
oral English and and reading in English and in Lj^, data
collection efforts for math and science in Lp socio-cultural
objectives, and affective objectives were extremely limited (Table
9). Of the 174 instruments specified for oral English and Lp
reading in English and Lp and math or science in English and
30 (17.2%) were judged to be inappropriate for the intended
use specified in the proposal. This inappropriate use of
instruments, coupled with the failure to describe procedures for
administration & scoring of tests, and a general failure to fully
describe even the instruments used for the instructional component
(Table 19) limits the confidence one can place in the quality of the
data to be collected for the evaluations.
The requirements for appropriate reporting of student
achievement scores were only minimally met. Almost three-fifths of
the proposals failed to specify the use of any inferential
statistics, a fifth of the projects planned to report individual
student scores (not appropriate for program evaluation), and a fifth
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of the proposals failed to specify any formats for the reporting of
group scores. Of the group scores specified, several are
inappropriate for use in project evaluations, and one of the more
popular (percentile means) is prone to misuse if the mean is
calculated from the percentile scores of students, rather than from
the mean raw score of the students (Horst, 1978).
With all of the above limitations in the evaluation designs from
the perspective of conventional evaluation theory, one expects to
see a firm cautionary statement, warning the reader of the limits to
internal and external validity of the planned evaluation. Here, as
well, the proposals failed to meet the criterion, with only 5.3%
providing a thorough statement of caveats. Table 24 summarizes the
extent to which the criteria in the Conventional Educational
Evaluation Screen were met. We turn now to the findings on the
bilingual education evaluation screen.
Bilingual Education Evaluation Screen
Findings .
B-1 Appropriate language assessment instruments . Up to three
instruments for the purpose of determining LES/NES were coded (if
specified). The appropriateness of the instruments for this purpose
was judged per the procedures described at Criterion C-9 above.
Instruments clearly inappropriate for assessing language proficiency
or dominance are marked "NA". The number of instruments specified
for language assessment are presented in Table 25. Almost a third
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of the proposals specified the use of one instrument for this
purpose, and another 45.4% specified the use of two or more. About
one fourth of the proposals specified no instruments for assessment
of language proficiency or dominance.
Table 25
Specification of multiple measures of
language proficiency or dominance
Number of instruments specified n %
Adjusted
frequency (%)
one 23^ 30.7 40.4
two 23 30.7 40.4
three 11 14.7 19.3
none 18 24.0 Missing
TOTAL 75 100.0 100.0
W these, 15 (65.2%) were unspecified local instruments.
Instruments specified for assessment of language proficiency or
dominance are presented in Table 26. In addition to these 37
instruments, 15 unspecified, locally developed instruments were
mentioned, and one proposal indicated that teacher observation would
be used for this purpose. Of the 37 instruments specified, 10 (27%)
were judged to be inappropriate for the purpose of determining which
students are LES/NES, or for assigning NELB pupils to Title VII
classes.
Table 26
LINST: Language Assessment Instruments
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Code Name
Adjusted
Frequency {%)
0170 BINL - Basic Inventory of Nat Lang 1
0290 BSM - Bilingual Sntax Measure 22
0410 CAT - California Ach Test, Form A 1
0465 Cal State Fullerton Proficiency Exam 3
0515 Valle Lindo Census of LES/NES Students 1
0625 Coachella Val USD Lang Survey 1
0700 CTBS - Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 1
0720 CTBS - Form 5 1
0750 Consolidated Enrollment Form R-30 1
0790 Crane Oral Dominance Test 1
1005 Chino USD Language Survey 1
1010 Dos Amigos Language Scale 1
1620 Home Bilingual Usage Estimate 3
1684 InterAmerIcan Achievement Test 1
1870 James Lang Dominance Test 1
1871 James Lang Dominance Test - Portuguese 3
2000 LAS - Lang Assessment Scales 2
2035 Language Dominance Index - CSDE 5
2036 Language Dominance Index - Chess 1
2037 Language Dominance Index - Pasadena USD 1
2060 Dailey Language Facility Test 2
2200 Marysville Test of Lang Dominance 6
2205 Marysville Oral lang Prof Test 3
2250 MAT - Metropolitan Achievement Test 1
2455 Needs Assessment Survey - Oxnard 1
2530 Moreno Test of Oral Eng Prof 2
2585 SWERL Oral Lang Test 1
2720 PPVT - Peabody Piet Vocab Test 1
2806 PI rami d Reading CRT 1
3510 San Bernardino Lang Survey 2
3516 SDOAI as used by CSDE 1
3585 Screening Scale for Ident LES/NES 1
3730 SOBER - Espanol 1
3975 Stanford Span/Eng Dominance Test 1
4160 TACL - Test of Auditory Compr of Lang 1
Others —
37 Insts Total 8°
1.3
27.5
1.3 - NAa
3.8
1.3
1.3
1.3 - NA
1.3 - NA
1.3 - NA
1.3
1.3
1.3
3.8
1.3 - NA
1.3
3.8
2.5
6.3
1.3
1.3
2.5
7.5
3.8
1.3 - NA
1.3 - NA
2.5
1.3
1.3
1.3 - NA
2.5
1.3
1.3
1.3 - NA
1.3
1.3 - NA
2.5
100.0
^NA » test Inappropriate for this purpose
169
B-2 Bilingual education theory of action . Twelve separate
variables in this study were examined to determine the extent to
which the proposals contained a statement of hypothesized theory of
action of bilingual education as a foundation for the instructional
program. The first set of four variables (CULEM, CUREM, PAREM &
TRNEM) probed the extent to which key project components were
emphasized as a means to boost student academic achievement. Table
27 presents these findings.
Emphasis to be placed on the culture & history of NELB pupils
was unclear or not included in 45.3% of the cases. In forty-two
percent of the cases emphasis on curricula and materials in was
unclear or not included; likewise, in 32% of the cases emphasis to
be placed on parent and community participation was unclear or not
included, and in 26.6% the emphasis on staff development and
training was unclear or not included. The adjusted frequency shows
more clearly how the components were emphasized in those proposals
providing this information. The modal emphasis was only moderate
for CULEM, CUREM, and PAREM, while there was substantial emphasis on
TRNEM in the majority of the proposals providing this specification.
Emphasis on the key components was considered one indicator of a
theory of action of bilingual education. The other principal
indicator was the extent to which both & English played roles
as media of instruction. This data was coded for up to two
languages, but is analysed for Spanish only. There were eight or
fewer responses each for other languages - - too few to warrant
separate analysis. Of the 75 proposals, 73 focussed principally on
Emphasis
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Spanish. Eighteen proposals indicated the use of Spanish and
one or more other languages. Table 28 presents the findings on the
extent to which Spanish and English were emphasized as media of
instruction for the various curricular areas.
For oral language, reading, math, science, and social studies
there was a major emphasis on the use of both Spanish and English in
those proposals providing information on this criterion. However,
almost half of the proposals were unclear or did not specify
language use for oral language, reading & math. Seventy- two percent
failed to specify language use for science, sixty-eight percent for
social studies, and 96% for fine arts. Overall instructional use of
English & Spanish was specified by only 14.7% of the proposals.
Additional evidence for a bilingual education theory of action
was sought in the proposals' statement of independent variables in
the evaluation design itself. It was found that 63 proposals (84%)
specified no independent variables. Seven specified one independent
variable (9.3%), and five specified three (6.7%).
B-3 Bilingual staff . In general the numbers of teachers and
aides to be employed in the Title VII program were specified by the
proposals. Over a third (36%) failed to specify the number of
teachers and a fifth (20%) failed to specify the number of aides.
For those specifying, the average number of teachers per project was
16.7 (ji = 48), and the average number of aides was 13.8 (ji
= 60).
The professional staff (director, curriculum specialists, teachers,
and resource teachers) were identified by 44 of the proposals
(58.7%).
Proposed
emphdsis
on
Spanish
and
English
as
Media
of
Instruction
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While the balance (41.3%) did not identify the staff in any way, it
was noted, that only 5 (20.8%) of the first year proposals (n = 24)
failed to provide some identification of key staff. Table 29
presents the findings on STAFFID, the ways in which professional
staff were identified.
Table 29
STAFFID: Methods Used to Identify Key Staff
Method used %
Adjusted
frequency (%)
Resumes 7 9.3 15.9
List by name & position 13 17.3 29.5
List of positions only 7 9.3 15.9
Other 17 22.7 38.6
Not Specified 31 41.3 Missing
Total 75 100.0 100.0
This table illustrates that only 9.3% of the proposals presented
resumes of any of the key staff.
Proposal raters were given training on various indicators to
consider for an estimate of teacher and aide language skills. This
evidence included statements in the staff development component on
staff language needs, language & literature degrees noted on
resumes, bilingual teaching credentials held, etc. Table 30
presents the findings on variables TCHLANGS and AIDLANGS.
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Table 30
TCHLANGS & AIDLAN6S: Estimated Language
Skills of Teachers and Aides
Estimated language
skills n
Teachers
% Adjusted %
Aides
% Adjusted %
English only 6 8.0 15.4 — -- --
Bilingual, dominant
in English 7 9.3 17.9 3 4.0 8.3
Bilingual 16 21.3 41.0 20 26.7 55.6
Bilingual &
Bi literate 10 13.3 25.6 12 16.0 33.3
Bilingual, dom, in — — — 1 1.3 2.8
ll only — — — — — —
Other 1 1.3 Missing — — Missing
Not specified or
not determinable 35 46.7 Missing 39 52.0 Missing
Due to lack of information in the proposals, this estimate of
language skills could not be made in approximately half of the cases
(46.7%, teachers; 52.0% aides). Of those cases where an estimate
could be made, the modal estimate was that both teachers and aides
were bilingual, with fairly balanced oral skills in both languages
(41.0%, teachers; 55.6%, aides - - adjusted percents). These
estimates are of course the raters' composite judgement for all
teachers and aides in a given project.
Table
31
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B-4 Content and procedures for staff development . Almost all of the
proposals (96%) contained a staff development component. Most of the
staff development activities were joint efforts, using the combined
skills of project or the local district staffs, IHEs, and/or individual
consultants. Only 4% relied exclusively on internal staff for staff
development activities. It was found that NELB community members had
teaching responsibilities for NELB history, culture, and/or language in
only 6.7% of the cases.
Major elements (topics or courses) in the staff development com-
ponent were coded separately for teachers and aides. Up to four ele-
ments were specified each for aides and teachers in each proposal. The
modal response was four elements (56.0%, teachers; 40.0%, aides). The
elements most often specified are indicated in Table 31. These elements
were most often presented by means of workshops (36.8%, adjusted fre-
quency) and IHE courses (34.6%, adjusted frequency). Table 32 presents
the findings on the instructional activities planned to present the
staff development component.
B-5 Community services and roles . The specification of roles for
parent and community participation, and services to be provided to the
community by the Title VII project were examined in 16 separate
variables. The provision of project services to parents is summarized
in Table 33. The services most often provided were parent education
(73.3%), ongoing services of a paid community liaison worker (66.7%),
and a project newsletter (40.0%).
177
Table 32
INSACTV: Instructional Activities to
be Used for Staff Development
Instructional activity ri
Adjusted
frequency {%)
Lectures 20 10.8
Workshops 68 36.8
Field trips 24 13.0
Individualized program 8 4.3
Study groups 1 0.5
Programed instruction - -
Language labs - -
IHE courses 64 34.6
Not specified 2 Missing
Total 187 100.0
Table
33
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Table 34
Roles and Activities for Community Participation
Role or activity is specified
Yes No Unclear
Role or activity
n * !1 X n «
A) Member of advisory committee
(School, district, or community
level
)
(ADVISCOM)
70 93.3 4 5.3 1 1.3
B) Plan & approve project proposals
(PLANPROP)
36 48.0 26 34.7 13 17.3
C) Evaluate project
(EVALPROJ)
38 50.7 27 36.0 10 13.3
D) Develop needs assessment and
profile of the community
(DEVNEEDS)
21 28.0 48 64.0 6 8.0
E) Participate in personnel decisions
(hiring bilingual teachers, aides,
and other project personnel)
(PERSONEL)
6 8.0 62 82.7 7 9.3
F) Volunteer activities
(organizational, cultural, and/or
instruction)
(VLNTEER)
55 73.3 17 22.7 3 4.0
G) Review & approve curricula and/or
instructional materials
(APRCURR)
11 14.7 55 73.3 9 12.0
H) Teach NELB history, culture and/or
language to pupils
(TCHNELB)
11 14.7 56 74.7 8 10.7
11 Other;
( othrp^RTI
70 93.3 5 6.7
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The extent to which NELB community participation was planned for
various roles and activities is summarized in Table 34. The roles
and activities most often specified include participation on
advisory committees (93.3%) volunteer activities (73.3%),
involvement in project evaluation (50.7%), and planning or approving
project proposals (48.0%). The roles least often specified include
participation in personnel decisions (8.0%), review and approval of
curricula (14.7%), and teaching of NELB history, culture and/or
language to pupils (14.7%).
The contribution of NELB community members to staff development
by teaching NELB history, culture, and/or language was stated in
only five proposals (6.7%).
B-6 Needs of community and students reflected in goals. In
documenting the educational needs, about half of the proposals
(49.4%) presented adequate or better needs statements. Twenty
(26.7%) presented needs statements considered less than adequate or
poor, and 18 (24%) failed to provide any needs statements. Proposal
raters were trained to examine the relationship between stated needs
of the community and students, and respective goals of the project.
The majority (50, or 66.7%) incorporated goals meeting language
needs and at least some other social, economic or cultural needs.
One proposal (1.3%) did not state goals reflecting assessed needs.
Thirteen proposals (17.3%) stated goals addressing language needs
only and the remaining 11 (14.7%) were unclear.
B-7 Instructional procedures, including roles of Lj^ ^
Proposals did generally indicate the way in which L^ and
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would be used in the instruction of oral language, reading and
mathematics (52%, 53.3%, and 52%, respectively). Note the findings
for Spanish and English presented in Table 28, above. On the other
hand, most proposals omitted specifics on the use of and
as media of instruction for science (72%), social studies (68%) and
fine arts (96%).
In addition to the emphasis placed on and the
proposals were rated according to the major instructional approaches
to be used. A total of 31 proposals failed to specify any instruc-
tional approaches (41.3%). Up to three approaches were coded in
rank order for each proposal. Twenty-two (29.3%) specified one
approach, 13 (17.3%) specified two approaches, and 9 (12%) specified
three approaches. Table 35 presents the findings on instructional
approaches specified.
The approach ranked highest was ESL, followed by the concurrent
approach and preview-review. These approachs were considered
along with data on the instructional delivery modes which were
planned. Up to five instructional modes were coded for each
proposal. Twenty percent of the proposals failed to describe
specific ways in which instruction was to be implemented. Of those
which did specify units and/or modes of instruction, the most
emphasized were: team teaching (with an aide), individualized
instruction, class units, and ability groups. These modes of
instruction are often complementary, and it was found that 63.7% of
the proposals described three or more instructional modes. The
findings on this variable are presented in Table 36.
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Table 35
BLINAPR: Bilingual Instructional Approaches Specified
Instructional Approach 11
Adjusted
frequency (%)3
ESL 77 41.0
Concurrent 42 22.3
Preview-review 19 10.1
Back-to-back 13 6.9
Eclectic 7 3.7
English immersion 2 1.1
Others 28 14.9
Total 188 100.0
= 188, the total weighted frequency of the bilingual
instructional approaches as ranked.
Note : Weighted frequecy was calculated by assigning 3 points to the
approach ranked first, 2 points to the second ranked, and one
point to the third ranked.
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B-8 Criteria for transfer of FES students to all-English
instruction
. Proposals were rated to determine what position was
taken on the transition of students to mainstream instruction once
they became fluent English speakers (FES). Table 37 presents the
findings on transition. If was found that although it is a central
issue for bilingual education 65.3% of the proposals failed to
specify whether or how the issue of transition to "mainstream"
instruction was handled in the Title VII project. Of those which
did address the transition issue (ji = 30), 61.5% indicated that no
transition from the Title VII project was necessarily required. It
may be inferred that pupils in those projects could choose to remain
in the program throughout the grades in which bilingual instruction
was offered, or that the program had established no clear standard
for reclassifying students.
B-9 Overall language and culture goals . An attempt was made to
categorize the overall language and culture goals of the projects
from a thorough reading of the proposals. That categorization was
collapsed into one variable (PROJGOAL). Goals were coded in terms
on anticipated outcomes for the students. It was found that the
mode for the sample was a project which had the goal that students
would remain or become bilingual (with substantial oral skills in
both languages), would develop literacy in English, and partial
literacy in L^. The complete findings for this variable are
presented in Table 38. In 28 of the cases (37.4%) the goals of the
project could not be determined.
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Table 36
INSMODE: Instructional Modes to be Employed
Instructional mode
Adjusted
frequency {%)^
Team teach: Aide & teacher 173 23.9
Individualized instruction 140 19.4
Class units 131 18.1
Ability Groups 70 9.7
Language proficiency groups 34 4.7
Learning centers 33 4.6
Pull-out from mainstream
classes 29 4.0
Cross-age tutors 24 3.3
Cross -graded or multi
-
age grouping 22 3.0
Individual learning program 15 2.1
Team teach: Dual teacher 13 1.8
Open space - multiclass
units (pods) 11 1.5
Computer assisted
instruction 4 0.6
Other
Totals
24 3.3
723 100.0
an = 723, the total weighted fregency of the
units or modes of
instruction as ranked.
Note: weighted frequency wes calculated by
assigning points to the
firk through fifth rank as follows: 1st
- 5, 2nd 4, Jro
3; 4th = 2; 5th = 1.
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Table 37
TRANSITN: Specification of Transition Criteria
Code Transition criteria n %
Adjusted
frequency (%)
(1) Transition required
within 3 years
(2) Transition required
within 3 years, or upon
reaching some
(Unspecified) FES status 5 6.7 19.2
(3) Transition required upon
reaching some specified
exit criteria 4 5.3 15.4
(4) Transition only implied;
time and criteria unspecified 1 1.3 3.8
(5) No transition required;
implied option to remain
in some bilingual instruction 16 21.3 61.5
(6) Other 4 5.3 missing
(0) Not Specified 45 60.0 missing
Totals 75 100.0 100.0
B-•10 Longitudinal studies. Twelve proposals (16%) indicated
plans to conduct a longitudinal study of pupil achievement, but
these did not provide detail as to how such a study would be
conducted. The remainder of the sample (84%) indicated no
committment to conducting a longitudinal study.
186
B-11 Appropriate unit of analysis . Data collected on unit of
analysis appropriate for bilingual education programs could only
partially be used to determine if this criterion had been met.
Almost one-half of the proposals (49.3%) did not specify any unit of
analysis, and 25.3% specified the entire project. Seven proposals
Table 38
PR0J60AL: Language and Culture Goals of Projects
Code Goals n %
Adjusted
frequency (%)
(1) English (via mainstream
instruction) - • -
(2) English (via immersion) 1 1.3 2.1
(3) English (via ESL only) - - -
(4) Transitional bilingual 7 9.3 14.9
(5) Bilingual - literacy in English
only - - -
(6) Bilingual - literacy in English
and partial literacy in Li 28 37.3 59.6
(7) Bilingual - literacy in English
and Li 9
10.7 17.0
(8) Bilingual - fully biliterate and
bilcultural 3 4.0 6.4
(9) Other 2
2.7 missing
(0) Not determinable 26
34.7 missing
Totals 75 100.0 100.0
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(9.3%) specified individual pupils, nine (12%) specified subgroups,
such as program type and language categories, one (1.3%) specified
entire classes, and two (2.7%) specified groups of classes (i.e.,
all third-graders or fourth-graders, etc.).
B-12 Pre-specif led goals and unanticipated outcomes . The goals
and outcomes important to a program of bilingual education were
rated in terms of whether or not these outcomes (dependent
variables) would be assessed in the summative evaluation of the
instructional component. It was found that oral language, reading
and math/science objectives were more often assessed in English than
in L^. Fine arts was not included in the evaluation plans,
affective objectives were included by only 42.7%, ELB history and
culture by only 28%, and NELB history and culture by only 50.7%.
Oral English was assessed in 80% of the cases, while oral was
assessed by only 66.7%. Reading in English was included by 93.3%,
while only 85.3% assessed reading in ly Math/science objectives
in English were assessed by 92%. Only 60% assessed these objectives
in L|^.
None of the projects indicated that they would collect data or
report on unanticipated outcomes such as impact on school
environment or cognitive achievement. One stated plans to assess
unanticipated affective or attitudinal changes. Only 26.7%
indicated that changes in patterns of attendance or
grade repetition
would be examined as possible dependent variables
of the Title VII
treatment. Table 39 presents the complete findings
on the
assessment of dependent variables.
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Table 39
Pre-Specifled and Unanticipated Outcomes to be Assessed
Dependent Outcomes will be assessed
Variables Yes
(1)
No
(2)
Unclear*
10)
n %
Adj
t n t
Adj.
X
Adj.
n t S
ORALEN
A) Oral language achievement - English
60 80.0 88.2 3 10.7 11.3 7 9.3 MV
ORALL
1
8) Oral lanugauge achievement - Li
50 66.7 76.9 15 20.0 23.1 10 13.3 MV
REAOEN
C) Reading achievement - English
70 93.3 97.2 2 2.7 2.8 3 4.0 MV
REAOLl
0) Reading achievement - Li
64 85.3 94.1 4 5.3 5.9 7 9.3 MV
MTSCIEN
E) Math i/or science - English
69 92.0 97.2 2 2.7 2.8 4 5.3 MV
MTSCILl
F) Math i/or science - Li
45 60.0 70.3 19 25.3 29.7 11 14.7 MV
FINART
G) Fine arts
1 1.3 1.4 71 94.7 98.6 3 4.0 MV
NELBrilCU
H) History i Culture of NELB pupils
38 50.7 56.7 29 33.7 43.3 8 10.7 MV
ELBHICU
I) History i Culture of ELB pupils
21 28.0 33.9 41 54.7 66.1 13 17.3 MV
AFFOBJS
J) Affective objectives
32 42.7 45.1 39 52.0 54.9 4 5.3 MV
AHENDGR
K) Attendance or grade repetition
20 26.7 27.0 54 72.0 73.0 1 1.3 MV
UACOGACH
L) Cognitive achievement - Unanticipated
- -
- 73 97.3 100.0 2 2.7 MV
UAAFECT
M) Affective/Attitudinal changes -
Unanticipated
1 13 1.4 72 96.0 98.6 2 2.7 MV
UASCHENV
N) School environment - Unanticipated
-
-
- 73 97.3 100.0 2 2.7 MV
iiManTMPR . - 72 96.0 100.0 3
4.0 MV
0) Other:
Unanticipated
* MV • Missing value In calculation of adjusted t,
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Discussion
.
The above findings based on the bilingual education evaluation
screen indicate that one criterion was substantially met, seven were
partially met, and three additional criteria were met to only a
minimal extent. One criterion was not met at all. Table 40
summarizes the extent to which the criteria in the bilingual
education evaluation screen were met.
Appropriate language assessment instruments were specified by
many of the proposals, but over a quarter of those specified were
inappropriate for the purpose of placing students in LES/NES
categories. This criterion was only partially met by those
proposals which did specify language assessment instruments. In
fact, about one fourth of the proposals did not specify any such
instruments.
There was only minimal evidence presented that may be
interpreted as forming the basis for a bilingual education theory of
action. The emphasis on key project components was unclear or not
included in from one-fourth to over two-fifths of the proposals, and
the only component which was rated as having substantial or major
emphasis as a means to boost student achievement was the staff
development and training component.
The use of both and English as media of instruction figured
prominently in the foundation for a bilingual education theory of
action in at least four cases. The use of as a medium of
instruction was stated as an independent variable, and approximately
half of the proposals for Spanish/English projects specified the
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Table 40
Extent to Which Bilingual Education Evaluation Criteria Were Met
Criterion
Extent criterion^
was met
B-1 Appropriate language assessment
instruments
X
B-2 Bilingual education theory of action —
B-3 Bilingual Staff X
B-4 Content and procedures for staff
development
XX
B-5 Community services and roles X
B-6 Needs of community and students re-
flected in goals
X
B-7 Instructional procedures, including
roles of Li and L 2
X
B-8 Criteria for transfer of FES students
to all-English instruction
—
B-9 Overall language and culture goals X
B-10 Longitudinal studies 0
B-11 Appropriate unit of analysis —
B-12 Pre-specif ied goals and unanticipated
outcomes
X
^Key: + = Fully adequate
XX = substantially met
X = partially met
— = some minimal extent
0 = not met
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extent to which each language would be used for oral language,
reading, and mathematics. Specification of language use of other
curriculum areas was substantially lower. The variables considered
for this criterion are only approximations of the criterion, since
few proposals actually articulated a clear theory of action which
formed the basis for the design and implementation of the program
(per proposal rater comments).
The specification of bilingual staff for the projects was
partially met in the proposals by means of the identification of the
number of teachers and aides, and more detailed identification of
the professional staff in three-fifths of the cases. In general,
however, information was sketchy or incomplete, and detailed
information in the form of resumes was found in less than 10% of the
cases. Information on language skills of teachers and aides was not
specified or not determinable in about half of the cases.
Information provided on the content and procedures for staff
development resulted in this criterion being substantially met.
Both the elements (topics) to be included, and the instructional
activities to be used to present the staff development were
generally specified. This provided a substantially clear picture of
the staff development component, as background for its
implementation and later evaluation.
The specification of community services and roles partially met
the criterion. Services were specified in a majority of the cases
for only two of the six categories investigated. An active role for
parents and community members was specified in a majority of the
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cases for only three of the nine activities examined.
Insofar as the data made a judgement possible, the needs of the
community and students were at least partially reflected in the
stated goals of the project. About half of the proposals presented
inadequate needs statements, or none at all.
The specification of instructional procedures partially met the
criterion, lacking detail on the use of and English in four of
the seven curriculum areas examined. Two-fifths of the proposals
failed to specify what instructional approaches would be used;
however, almost two-thirds of the proposals described three or more
instructional modes that would be employed in the implementation of
the program.
There was only minimal evidence that proposals attended to the
criterion requiring a statement of criteria for transfer of FES
students to all-English instruction. About two-thirds of the
proposals ignored this issue completely. While neither state nor
federal law at the time of the investigation required a statement on
transition, the entire range of expectations for student achievement
and community support would be shaped differently depending on the
type of transition (if any) required.
The overall language and culture goals in terms of student
outcomes were specified in a way that partially met the criterion.
But in over a third of the cases, the language and culture goals
could not be determined.
The criterion emphasizing the importance of longitudinal
studies
of student achievement in bilingual programs was not
met, with only
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one-sixth of the proposals indicating some general intent to conduct
a longitudinal study. With student attrition ranging from 30% to
80% per year in some schools, it can be assumed that the smaller
projects (60% were implemented in twenty or fewer classrooms) would
have had difficulty in maintaining a sufficient number of matched
scores for each grade and language category to provide a basis for
appropriate implementation of a longitudinal analysis of student
ach i evement
.
There was some minimal evidence that an appropriate unit of
analysis was contemplated for the analysis of student achievement
outcomes. Almost half the proposals failed to address this issue.
The appropriate unit of analysis for most such programs would be the
grade level broken down by initial relative language proficiency
(RLP) in both and L^.
The assessment of both pre-specified goals and unanticipated
outcomes in the summative evaluation of the instructional component
was only partially delineated in the proposals. There was a complete
lack of planning to assess any unanticipated outcomes of the program,
including impact on the school environment, or cognitive or affective
achievement. Over half of the proposals failed to specify assessment
of affective objectives.
We turn now to findings on the criteria jointly supported by
arguments from both conventional evaluation and bilingual education
sources.
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Joint Convent ional /Bi 1 i nqual Evaluation Scre6n
The joint conventional/bilingual evaluation screen consists of
those meta-evaluation criteria which were strongly recommended from
the literature of both conventional eductional evaluation and from
bilingual education. These nine criteria form a third screen by
which to judge the adequacy and appropriateness of the proposed
evaluations.
Findings .
C/B-1 Document needs and describe target community . The
bilingual education needs of the community, school district, and
schools involved in the project were reviewed to determine the extent
to which these needs were documented. It was found that all
proposals sufficiently described the target community to enable
coding of its urban/rural characteristics. One project covered
schools in a total urban area, one was located in an urban
neighborhood, fourteen were located in what might be considered
suburban communities, and nine were located in rural communities.
In general, about half the proposals provided adequate or better
documentation of local needs. A quarter failed to include any needs
assessment information, and another quarter provided needs assessment
information that was less than adequate to describe student and
community characteristics. Table 41 presents the data on the extent
to which proposals documented local needs (NEEDOC).
C/B-2 Measurable objectives for major components . Evidence for
the inclusion of measurable objectives for each of the major project
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components was sought in the proposals. When analyzed by new vs.
continuation applications, it was found that nearly all new pro-
posals contained at least some specific objectives for the compo-
nents examined. Objectives were less likely to be stated in the
continuation applications (Pearson £ correlations were significant:
.01, with r ranging from .29 to .48 for variables CULT, CURR,
EVAL, INST, PART, MGMT, and TRNG correlated with APTYPE). For all
proposals considered together (n = 75), the components most likely to
have specific objectives stated were evaluation (84%), staff
development and training (78.7%), community participation (77.3%),
and instruction (74.7%). Table 43 presents the findings on the
statement of program objectives.
Other variables examined for this criterion include PROJGOAL, the
extent to which overall project goals for language and culture are
stated, and the variables related to the extent to which the
summative evaluation focuses on stated objectives for each component
(see Criterion C/B-3, below). It was found that, even though
instructional objectives were generally stated, a substantial number
of projects (37.4%) provided insufficient information to allow for a
characterization of the language and culture goals of the project.
Examination of the summative evaluation variables reveals that
evaluation efforts were focused principally on the instructional
component (pupil achievement), staff development, and community
participation, with less attention given to the assessment of
objectives for project management or for curriculum and materials
development. (See Criterion C/B-3, and Table 43, below).
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Table 41
NEEDOC: The Extent to Which Proposals Documented
Local Needs for Bilingual Education
Code Extent need was documented %
Adjusted
frequency (
(1) Poorly 12 16.0 20.7
(2) Less than adequately 8 10.7 13.8
(3) Adequately 17 22.7 29.3
(4) Thorough lyS 18 24.0 31.0
(5) Extraordinarily well 2 2.7 3.4
(0) Not documented 18 24.0 missing
Totals 75 100.0 100.0
^Thorough documentation of local needs included data on student
language and academic achievement, on social, economic, political
and religious factors in the community which had clear relevance for
the design of the school program. Indicators of community support
for both Li and English, and for literacy in these languages were
also included.
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Summative evaluation of major components . As was noted
above, it was found that there was reference to the assessment of
specific program objectives in the summative evaluation planned for
most project components. The proportion of proposals where
reference was unclear, or was not included for the following
components were: instruction (pupil achievement), 12%; curriculum
and materials, 42.7%; community participation, 25.3%; Staff
development and training, 18.7%; and project management, 38.7%.
Substantial or major reference to program objectives was found only
for the instructional component (69.7% of the proposals specifying
summative evaluation, ji = 66). The complete findings for these
variables are presented in Table 44.
C/B-4 Systematic evaluation of all components . The actual
designs and procedures planned for summative evaluation of all
components were considered in rating this criterion. Designs and
procedures specified for the project management, curriculum and
materials, and community participation components were coded
separately.
It was found that substantial numbers of proposals failed to
include evaluation plans for these components. The components were
not included, or not specified as follows: project management,
49.4%; curriculum and materials, 42.7%; community participation,
25.3%. The procedure most often specified for the evaluation of
these components (where the evaluation was described) was 'doc-
umentation', consisting principally of records of meetings and
actions taken. Other procedures employed included surveys.
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Table 42
Statement of Program Objectives for Key Components
Project components Proposal states measurable objectives^
YES NO UNCLEAR
% % %
CULT-Culture and history 43 57.3 27 36.0 5 6.7
of NELB pupils
CURR-Development &/or ac-
quisition of curricula
&/or instructional
materials. 39 52.0 29 38.7 7 9.3
EVAL-Evaluation 63 84.0 9 12.0 3 4.0
INST-Instruction (learner
objectives) 56 74.7 17 22.7 2 2.7
PART-Community part-
20.0 2.7icipation 58 77.3 15 2
MGMT-Project management 45 60.0 20 26.7 10 13.3
TRNG-Staff development
11 14.7 6.7and training 59 78.7 5
3The statement of two or more measurable objectives earned a
"yes" rating.
performance audit, and 'informal' assessment. Table 45 presents
the
findings on evaluation procedures employed for these three
components.
The procedures most often used for evaluation of
the staff
development component were also 'documentation',
consisting of
attendance records from inservice workshops, lists
of workshops, and
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Table 45
EVDSTDV: Basic Evaluation Design for Staff Development
Code Design or procedure % Adj. %
(1) Informal 1 1.3 1.8
(2) Survey 10 13.3 17.9
(3) Documentation 30 40.0 53.6
(4) Audit 6 8.0 10.7
(5) One-shot case study 1 1.3 1.8
(6) One group pre-posttest 6 8.0 10.7
(7) Other 2 2.7 3.6
(0) NA-no evaluation of this 19 25.4 missing
component specified
Totals 75 100.0 100.0
courses offered (40%), surveys (13.3%), interviews (8%), and a
single group pre-posttest design (8%). About a quarter of the
proposals failed to specify any procedure or design for the
evaluation of the Staff Development component.
The designs most often specified for the evaluation of the
instructional component (pupil achievement outcomes) were the
non-equivalent control group (48%), the one-group pre-test/posttest
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(20%), and the static group comparison (18.7%). Table 46 presents
the findings on the basic evaluation design for the Instructional
component.
Table 46
EVDGINST: Basic Evaluation Design for the
Instructional Component
Code Evaluation design® %
(01) one-shot case study 1 1.3
(02) one-group pretest/
posttest 15 20.0
(03) static group comparison 14 18.7
(10) nonequivalent control group 36 48.0
(11) separate sample pretest-
posttest 1 1.3
(00) Not specified
Totals
8 10.7
75 100.0
^Evaluation designs are specified per Campbell and Stanley
(1966).
Although 48% were found to employ the quasi -experimental
,
non-equivalent control group design (Stanley & Campbell, 1966,
design #10), only 8% actually stated explicitly that they
were
planning to use a quasi-experimental design. One project claimed
to
use an experimental design, although coders could
not find evidence
to substantiate a truly experimental design.
As noted earlier, four
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of the proposals (16%) indicated that the evaluation of pupil
achievement would be carried out on a longitudinal basis, although
none of these provided details on how the longitudinal aspect of the
study was to be carried out.
To determine the rigor of the evaluation designs planned, raters
of the proposals were asked to estimate the evidence of efforts to
control selected confounding variables, either through sampling
procedures, precautions to be taken during data collection or
analysis, or as artifacts of the basic design chosen. In most
cases, the variables were left uncontrolled as far as could be
determined from the proposal. For example, there was no clear
evidence of control for different teacher qualifications or skills
between the experimental group and any comparison group; there was
no control for attrition or accretion of subjects in 92% of the of
the cases; and there was no control for I.Q. or aptitude in 86.6% of
the cases. Findings on evidence of control of these and other
potentially confounding variables are presented in Table 47.
C/B-5 Appropriate comparisons for estimates of pupil
performance in absence of program . From a review of the data
presented in Table 46 it can be determined that about half of the
proposals appear to have employed some comparison group or procedure
which may have allowed the project staff to estimate what the
performance of participants would have been in the absence of the
program. However, the data presented in Table 47 appear to indicate
that, even in those proposals presenting a plan to use the
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Confounding
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nonequivalent control group design, there is a lack of evidence of
appropriate controls for key variables such as initial language
proficiency of participants, teacher skills, etc. Lacking these
controls, useful comparisons can not be made.
C/B-6 Confounding variables are controlled . As has already
been noted, little or no evidence was found that the key confounding
variables would be controlled. These variables include several
which are common to conventional educational evaluation concerns
(history, SES, maturation, sex, and I.Q.), as well as variables
particularly threatening to the validity of evaluations of bilingual
education programs (initial language proficiency, attrition and
accretion of pupils, and teacher qualifications and skills). Some
evidence for minimal control for maturation, history, sex, and
general ability might be expected with the use of the non-equivalent
control group design, with appropriate statistical techniques. It
will be recalled, however, that only two proposals mentioned the use
of the ANCOVA statistic (See Table 23), which may be applied to
adjust for nonequivalent group differences on the pre-test, but only
under tightly controlled circumstances (Games, 1976).
C/B-7 Bilingual education independent variables . Proposal
raters were instructed to code up to three specific treatments
mentioned in the proposal as independent variables in the evaluation
design. Sixty-three proposals (84%) specified no such independent
variables. Seven (9.3%) specified one independent variable each,
and five (6.7%) specified three independent variables each. The
twelve proposals specifying independent variables mentioned a
total
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of 22 variables, and listed most frequently the use of as a
medium of instruction (18.2%, adjusted frequency), the teaching of
NELB history and culture (18.2%, adjusted frequency), and staff
development and training (18.2%, adjusted frequency). The findings
on independent variables are presented in Table 48.
Table 48
INDVAR: Independent Variables in the
Evaluation of Pupil Achievement
Independent variable Adjusted %®
Use of Li as medium of instruction 4 18.2
Teaching of NELB history and culture 4 18.2
Staff development/training 4 18.2
Use of materials written in Li 3 13.7
Parents participate actively in
school program 1 4.5
ESL instruction 1 4.5
Lower pupil: adult ratio — —
Teacher and pupil backgrounds
match
Other (various) 5 22.7
Totals 22 100.0
^n = 22, the total frequency of independent variables specified
by twelve proposals.
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C/B-8 Procedures for documenting program implementation
. Up to
three procedures for documenting program treatments were coded for
each proposal. Sixty-four proposals (85.3%) provided no evidence
that specific procedures would be used to document the way in which
the program was actually implemented. Four proposals (5.3%) stated
two procedures that would be used, and seven proposals (9.3%)
indicated three procedures. The eleven proposals providing some
indication that program treatments would be documented, indicated a
total of 30 procedures that would be used. These are presented in
Table 49.
Table 49
DOCTRET: Procedures to be used to Document
Program Treatments
Procedure Adjusted %^
Teacher records 8 26.7
Observations & records by staff 8 26.7
Survey/questionnaire 5 16.7
Observation & records by external
evaluator 4 13.3
Informal reports 1 3.3
Interviews 1 3.3
Miscellaneous school records 1 3.3
Other 2 6.7
Totals 30 100.0
Sq = 30, the total frequency of procedures to be used in
documenting program treatments specified by eleven
proposals.
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The procedures most often mentioned for documentation of
treatments were teacher records (26.7%, adjusted frequency),
observations and records by staff (26.7%, adjusted frequency), and
surveys or questionnaires (16.7%, adjusted frequency).
C/B-9 Linguistic, cultural, and psychometric properties of
instruments . As noted above at Criterion C-10, assessment
instruments were generally not described in full. More than
one-fourth (28%) of the proposals failed in include any descriptions
of the instruments to be used. The linguistic, cultural, and
psychometric appropriateness of instruments were established in even
fewer cases. Approximately half of the proposals described the
linguistic appropriateness to any extent. Over half described the
psychometric appropriateness, but less than 10% described the
cultural appropriateness of the assessment instruments to be used.
These data are presented in Table 50.
Table 50
Linguistic, Cultural and Psychometric Appropriateness
of Assessment Instruments
Proposal Establishes Appropriateness of Instruments
Category of
Appropriateness
Yes,
ji
thorough
%
Yes,
ji
limited
% JI
No
%
Unclear
JI %
A) Linguistic
(LINGAP) 8 10.7 32 42.7 34 45.3 1 1.3
B) Cultural
(CULTAP) 1 1.3 6 8.0 63 84.0 5 6.7
c) Psychometric
(PSYMEAP) 11 14.7 31 41.3 32 42.7 1 1.3
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Discussion .
The above findings, based on the criteria found in the
conventional/bilingual education evaluation screen, indicate that
one criterion was substantially met, three of the criteria were
partially met, and four additional criteria were met to only a
minimal extent. One criterion was not met at all. Table 51
summarizes these findings for the C/B criteria.
The criterion requiring documentation of needs was only
partially met. About half of the proposals provided 'adequate' or
better needs assessment information, but only a little more than a
quarter of the proposals could be considered thorough in their
approach to presenting the educational needs of pupils and their
communities.
There was evidence that the statement of measurable objectives
for major project components substantially met the criterion. Data
collected did not allow for a clear characterization of the language
and culture goals of the projects in about two-fifths of the cases,
but there were at least some objectives stated for all components.
Greater emphasis was placed on the objectives for the instructional
component, staff development, and community participation, with
lesser emphasis on the objectives for project management or for
curriculum and materials development.
The criterion for summative evaluation of major components was
partially met, with at least some reference to assessment of
objectives in all components in the majority of the cases. Major
emphasis was placed on the summative evaluation of pupil
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Table 51
Extent to Which Criteria Found in the Joint Conventional/
Bilingual Evaluation Screen Were Met
Criterion
Extent criterion®
was met
C/B-1 Document needs and describe target
community
X
C/B-2 Measurable objectives for major
components XX
C/B-3 Summative evaluation of major
components X
C/B-4 Systematic evaluation of all
components
X
C/B-5 Appropriate comparisons for est-
imates of pupil performance in
absence of program —
C/B-6 Counfounding variables are
controlled
C/B-7 Bilingual education independent
variables
C/B-8 Procedures for documenting program
implementation 0
C/B-9 Linguistic, cultural, and psychometric
properties of instruments —
^Key : + = Fully adequate
XX = Substantially met
X = Partially met
= Some minimal extent.
= Not met.0
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achievement, with lesser focus on the summative evaluation of
objectives for project management, curriculum and materials develop-
ment, and comnunity participation.
Likewise, the data on the evaluation designs and procedures
employed, and evaluation controls specified, indicate that the
criterion for systematic evaluation of all components was only
partially met. There was a failure to specify evaluation procedures
or designs in from one-quarter to two-fifths of the cases, depending
on component. Data collection for components other than instruction
was extremely limited (See also Criterion C-9). For the
instructional component, none of the proposals presented plans for a
truly experimental design, and it was not possible to verify that
adequate controls of potentially confounding variables would be
employed in those cases where the quasi -experimental nonequivalent
control group design was to be used. Therefore, there was only
minimal evidence in some proposals that appropriate comparisons
would be used for obtaining estimates of pupil, performance in the
absence of the bilingual education program, and that confounding
variables would be controlled.
The statement of bilingual education independent variables was
such that this criterion was met only to a minimal extent. Earlier
(Criterion B-2) we noted that there was some emphasis on selected
components as elements in a possible bilingual education theory of
action. These were explicitly noted as independent variables in
only one-sixth of the cases. The variables noted (Use of as
a
medium of instruction, the teaching of NELB history and culture,
and
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staff development and training) are consistent with the emphasis
noted earlier. Nevertheless, the vast majority of the evaluation
efforts would be hampered by a lack of specification of independent
variables, and an almost total omission of procedures for
documenting the program implementation. Without a stated hypothesis
of how the program is to work, and without evidence on how the
program was actually implemented, student achievement outcomes may
be as easily attributable to a myriad of factors present in a school
as to some 'bilingual education' treatment sponsored by Title VII.
The criterion requiring the specification of appropriateness of
assessment instruments was met to some minimal extent. Linguistic
and psychometric appropriateness were more often addressed than
cultural appropriateness. We now turn to a consideration of the
longitudinal findings for selected variables in the study.
Longitudinal Analysis of Selected Variables .
Selected variables were examined to detect any changes over the
three year peiod of the study which might be attributable to: 1)
changes in federal regulations, 2) increased sophistication
regarding evaluation due to the inclusion of external evaluation
personnel in the grant-writing efforts and design of the projects,
or 3) the stabilization and maturation of the projects which may
lead to an increased focus on summative evaluation in later
years
compared to an earlier focus on formative evaluation (Alkin et
al.,
1974; Offenberg, 1973).
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Findings and Discussion
.
All of the variables examined in terms of the more prescriptive
evaluation requirements which went into effect for the 1977-78
school year yielded non-signficant correlations (Pearson r) with the
variable YR. Chi-squared analysis was likewise non-significant for
the variables: EVDGINST, INDVAR, DOCTRET, and CAVEAT. Table 52
presents these findings.
These findings, and the further examination of the "not
specified" responses, reveal somewhat less specificity and detail in
the evaluation designs for years subsequent to the initial
proposal. While the evidence is tenuous, it appears that the more
prescriptive evaluation requirements of the federal regulations
(USDHEW/OE, 1976) may have had little impact on the proposals in
this sample.
Additional variables were examined to explore the question of
increased evaluation sophistication as the projects matured. Variables
such as NEEDOC (documentation of needs), STAFFID (how professional
staff are identified), EVALPOSN (position of evaluator relative to the
project), LINST (Language assessment instruments used), NEEDGOAL
(Extent to which project goals matched stated needs), TRANSITN
(Specification of transition criteria for FES students), BLINAPR
(Bilingual instructional approaches), TCHLANGS and AIDLANGS (Estimate
of teacher and aide language proficiencies), were cross-tabulated by
project year (YR). Both Pearson r and Chi-squared statistics were
examined. Table 53 presents these findings.
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Table 52
Analysis of Selected Evaluation Design Variables by Year
Analysis by YR (proposal year)
Variable r_ sig.
{£)
Chi2 sig.
(£>
EVDGINST NA NA 11.4 15 .72a
INDVAR NA NA 4.73 15 .99
DOCTRET NA NA 5.85 12 .92
CAVEAT .10 .19 5.22 9 .81^
^While not statistically significant a closer examination of the
"not specified" response shows that only 4.2% of 1975 proposals did
not specify an evaluation design for the instructional component,
while 16% of 1976 proposals, and 12% of 1977 proposals failed to do so.
^While not statistically significant, further examination of the
"not specified" response shows that 66% of the proposals specified no
caveats for 1975, 72% for 1976, and 80% for 1977.
Rather than supporting the assumption that project proposals
increase in detail and sophistication in the second and subseguent
years, these findings point to a small but significant trend toward
less detail and documentation in the continuation proposals. The
indicators are, again, tenuous, but do not confirm an expectation that
proposals for continuation of projects will reflect increased
sophistication due to the provision of external evaluator expertise,
increased expertise of the local project staff, or other factors.
215
Lastly, the question of the role of formative and summative
evaluation in the projects was examined by means of an analysis of the
variables EVALTYP (types of evaluation specified), and FORMEV
(procedures for gathering formative evaluation data). These findings
are presented in Table 54.
The relationships between formative evaluation and project year,
and suirmative evalution and project year were found to lack
statistical significance. Nevertheless, there is an apparent negative
(yet non-significant) association between formative evaluation and
project year, with a corresponding positive association between
summative evaluation and project year. This finding does not
contradict the findings of Alkin et al. (1974) and Offenberg (1973)
that more emphasis tends to be placed on summative evaluation as a
project matures.
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Table 53
Analysis of Selected Context and Input Variables by Year
Analysis by YR (proposal year)
Variable £ sig.
(£)
Chi2 df sig.
(£)
NEE DOC 3 -.56 .00001* 39.02 13 .003*
STAFF
I
NA 12.13 12 .43
evalposnc NA 11.54 12 .48
LINSTd NA 113.96 69 .0003*
NEEDGOAie CM1 .03* 12.72 9 .13
TRANSIT!)^ -.21 .03* 9.10 18 .96
BLINAPR9 NA 12.51 18 .82
TCHLANGSl^ -.34 Oo 20.92 15 .14
AIDLANGS^ -.21 .04* 91.10 15 .00001*
* Significant findings at £ .05.
^All proposals had some documentation in 1975, 28% lacked
documentation of need in 1976, and 36% in 1977.
^While not a statistically significant finding, there was a
greater trend for staff not to be identified, and less inclusion of
resumes from 1975 to 1977.
^While not a statistically significant finding, there was an
increase in the number of proposals relying exclusively on external
evaluators and a corresponding decrease in those using both internal
and external evaluation staffs.
djhere was a decrease in the number of "unspecified", locally
developed instruments.
^Proposals with language and other needs met by project goals
decreased for 83% in 1975 to 52% in 1977.
^There was an increase in proposals not specifying transition
criteria from 46% in 1975 to 68% in 1977.
QThere was an increase in proposals not specifying even one
bilingual instructional aporcach from 21% in 1975 to 52% in 1977.
I’There was an increase in proposals not providing data on
teacher language skills from 17% in 1975 to 64% in 1977.
^Thcre was an increase in prooosals noc providing data on aide
language skills from 25% in 1975 to 63% in 1977.
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Table 54
Formative and Summative Evaluation Variables by Year
Variable Chi2 df sig.
(E>
EVALTPa 6.63 12 .88
FORMEVb 24.86 27 .58
^While not statistically significant, examination of specific
responses showed that formative evaluation declined from 40% in
1975, to 35% in 1976, and 25% in 1977, while summative evaluation
increased from 31% in 1975 and 1976 to 37% in 1977. Other
evaluation types accounted for the differences.
^While not statistically significant, examination of the
response "not specified" showed that 12.5% specified no formative
evaluation procedures in 1975, 60% in 1976, and 44% in 1977.
Summary
This chapter has presented the findings of the study and a
discussion of these findings in four major sections. First, the
findings related to the conventional educational evaluation screen
("C" criteria) were presented and discussed (See Table 24, page
162). The second section covered the findings related to the
bilingual education evaluation screen ("B" criteria) (See Table 40,
page 190); and the third section covered the findings on those
criteria found to be elements of the joint conventional/- bilingual
evaluation screen ("C/B" criteria) (See Table 51, page 210). The
last section presented the findings for those variables
analyzed
longitudinal ly.
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The research objectives of the study have been met in the
following manner: 1) Evaluation criteria by which to judge the
quality and appropriateness of proposed Title VII bilingual
education project evaluations were conceptualized by means of an
extensive review of the literature, 2) The criteria were applied to
selected bilingual education project proposals for the years
1975-78, and 3) Data on the extent to which these project proposals
met the criteria were obtained and reported. We turn now to the
summary and implications of this study in Chapter V.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter summarizes the study, discusses the implications of
the findings for local bilingual educaton projects and for state and
federal agencies, and presents recommendations both for further
research and for action which could be taken to directly improve the
quality of local project evaluations in bilingual education. The
chapter is organized in three major sections. The first summarizes
the problem and the purpose of this study, describes the methodology
employed to achieve the purpose, and summarizes the major findings.
The second section discusses the implications of those findings for
local Title VII bilingual education projects, and for state and
federal government agencies. The third section presents
recommendations for further research and for action on the part of
state and federal agencies to respond to the problems with local
project evaluations found in this study.
Summary .
The problem . The need for better evaluation in local bilingual
education projects has been articulated by federal officials,
researchers, legislators, and educational practitioners (Dulay &
Burt, 1977: Epstein; 1977; GAO, 1976). This has been stated as a
need for evaluation to provide better information for national
decision making, as well as information to improve the
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implementation of bilingual education programs. Of the numerous
criticisms of the evaluation enterprise in local bilingual education
projects, the two most frequently heard are that evaluation has been
of little help for the purpose of project modification and
improvement, and it has not been of assistance in revealing the
extent to which a given project has met national or local
objectives. In addition, local project evaluation has not provided
a clear picture of the extent to which bilingual education as an
approach is having the academic, social or political effects claimed
for it (Alkin et al., 1974; Campeau et al., 1875; Danoff et al.,
1977; Dulay & Burt, 1977; Paulston, 1977; Zappert & Cruz, 1977).
The lack of useful local project evaluations for bilingual
education projects appears to be hampering the growth and
development of bilingual education. This problem is considered of
importance for the field of bilingual education, as well as for the
field of educational evaluation in general. Other educational
interventions at the local school district level are faced with
similar evaluation needs and difficulties.
The purpose . The purpose of the present study was to determine
the quality and appropriateness of local project evaluations in
bilingual education by conducting a meta-evaluation of selected
bilingual education projects. The CIPP model of Stufflebeam (1974b)
was chosen to guide the meta-evaluation, which focussed on the
context and input phases of the local project evaluations. The
context phase allowed an examination of factors of importance to the
setting within which an evaluation plan is developed, and the input
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phase allowed examinaton of the design and the resources to be used
for the evaluation.
Methodology . To carry out the purpose of the study, three
research objectives were established. The research objectives are:
• Conceptualize meta-evaluation criteria by which to judge
the quality and appropriateness of proposed Title VII
bilingual education project evaluations.
• Apply the meta-evaluation criteria to selected Title VII,
bilingual education project proposals for the years 1975-78.
• Obtain and report data on the extent to which selected
Title VII, bilingual education project proposals meet the
criteria.
The meta-evaluation criteria were developed by means of a
systematic review of the literature. The resultant 33 criteria were
categorized into a conventional educational evaluation screen and a
bilingual education evaluation screen. It was found that nine of
the 33 items were supported by the literature as elements of both
screens. These nine constituted the joint conventional/bilingual
evaluation screen. In addition, three factors related to possible
changes over the three year period under study were isolated in the
literature, and were stated in terms of expectations to be analyzed
longitudinally.
The criteria developed for the meta-evaluation screens were
translated into data collection items, and were applied by trained
proposal raters to a sample of 75 Title VII project proposals. The
sample was drawn in such a way to be representative of Title VII
projects funded from 1975-1978 in California serving the pre-school
through grade eight grade span. Projects serving NELB students of
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Spanish language background comprised the majority of the sample,
while Pilipino, Cantonese and Portuguese were also represented.
The third objective was met by a comparison of the responses to
the items on the Proposal Data Sheet with the meta-evaluation
criteria of the two screens. This comparison yielded an analysis of
the extent to which each of the criteria were met. Selected
variables were analyzed longitudinally in an effort to discern the
validity of the longitudinal expectations.
Findings . The findings of the study were presented in four
sections, and are summarized here. An analysis of the findings from
the conventional education evaluation screen showed that three of
the twelve criteria were substantially met, three were partially
met, and four additional criteria were met to only a minimal
extent. Two of the criteria were not met at all. The strengths of
the evaluation designs reviewed in the project proposals appeared to
lie in the employment of both internal and external staff to carry
out evaluation activities, in the specification of a generally
adequate sample size for the analysis of student achievement data,
and in the specification of generally appropriate intervals between
pre-tests and post-tests.
However, none of the criteria were fully met by the proposals
studied, and several criteria considered to be essential to the
conduct of valid and reliable evaluation of student achievement
outcomes were only partially met, or met to some minimal extent. A
key omission from most proposals was planning for the conduct of
context, input and process evaluation, all considered to be
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essential to the mounting of effective and useful local project
evaluations. The evaluation designs were not keyed to any
particular evaluation model, and there was only limited evidence
that formative evaluation would be conducted. Additional weaknesses
in the evaluation designs were noted in the inappropriate use of
instrumentation, and the failure to describe instruments, as well as
in plans for inappropriate grouping and reporting of student
achievement scores. In general, the conventional educational
evaluation criteria were not well met by the proposals studied. In
light of the limitations discerned in the design for the
evaluations, one might expect to see firm cautionary statements,
warning the reader of the limits to the internal and external
validity of the planned evaluation. The proposals failed to meet
this criterion, and in failing to state appropriate caveats, they
ran the risk that incorrect expectations would be built up regarding
the ability of the evaluation effort to produce information useful
to the various evaluation stakeholders.
While the conventional educational evaluation screen consists
mainly of criteria relevant to the input phase of the
meta-evaluation (items that focus on the design, inputs and
resources to be used in the project evaluation), the bilingual
education evaluation screen contains mainly criteria relevant to the
context phase of the meta-evaluation (items that focus on the
programmatic setting within which the evaluation will take place, on
the evaluation's goals, and on the kinds of evaluative questions
that might be answered by the local project evaluation). Analysis
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of the findings from the bilingual education evaluation screen
showed that one of the twelve criteria was substantially met, seven
were partially met, and three additional criteria were met to only a
minimal extent. One criterion was not met at all.
From the bilingual education evaluation screen it may be
determined that the strengths of the proposals lay in the
specification of content and procedures for staff development, but
none of the criteria were fully met. The programmatic data
presented in the proposals was often insufficient to allow the
reader to form a picture of how, in fact, bilingual (i.e. two
language) instruction was to take place. A clear programmatic
description is essential to both the planning of a project and its
evaluation, and to the later reporting of evaluation information.
The proposals studied generally lacked specification of a bilingual
education theory of action. The evaluations of these projects,
therefore, could not be expected to provide information either
confirming or disconfirming such a theory.
Similarly, since criteria for transfer of FES students to
all-English classes were not specified, subsequent evaluation of the
program could not be expected to provide information on the extent
to which such criteria were successfully applied. Limited
information found on other criteria suggest that it is unlikely that
project evaluations would have met the minimal Title VII regulations
(U.S. DHEW/OE, 1976), and that they would not have provided the
context, input and process information necessary to render
interpretable any evaluation findings on program products or
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outcomes.
It was found that there was no provision for the assessment of
latent, unintended, or possible harmful effects of the Title VII
projects. Among the unintended effects may be those which are
claimed by some to be the most important contributions which
bilingual education may make to the lives of non English language
background (NELB) students and their communities (Coward &
Cervantes, 1977; Mackey, 1977; Paulston, 1977). These effects
include growth in self-concept, increased parent participation in
the school and subsequent increased political leverage of the NELB
community, development of curricula more appropriate to learners'
needs, the improvement of the school climate, improvement of
specific teacher skills, combatting racism and altering ethnocentric
attitudes, the matching of teaching with learning styles, increased
attendance rates, and decreased grade repetition. These and other
outcomes are likely to go undetected by the evaluation efforts of
the Title VII projects studied.
The lack of solid plans for longitudinal studies of student
achievement ensures that the evaluations conducted will continue the
pattern of single-year, cross-sectional studies which often obscure
the fact that significant student growth is taking place.
Longitudinal studies have their own methodological problems, but are
recommended as the only way in which the non-linear, multi-year
effects of bilingual instruction can be documented (RMC, 1979;
Rodriguez-Brown et al., 1976).
The nine criteria found to be supported as elements in the
joint
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conventional/bilingual evaluation screen deal principally with
requirements of importance in the input phase of an evaluation.
These criteria pinpoint evaluation design and planning needs which
are of importance in any conventional evaluation effort, and are
particularly important for bilingual education evaluation. Of these
nine criteria, it was found that one was substantially met, three of
the criteria were partially met, and four additional criteria were
met to only a minimal extent. One criterion was not met at all.
The strengths of the proposals among these nine criteria lay in
their statement of at least some measurable objectives for major
project components. Lacking, however, were adequate documentation
of educational and community needs relevant to bilingual education,
a provision for thorough and systematic evaluation of all project
components, the identification of appropriate comparisons for
estimates of what pupil performance might have been in the absence
of the Title VII program, adequate control of confounding variables,
the specification of key independent variables, the specification of
procedures for documenting program implementation, and assurance
that the linguistic, cultural, and psychometric properties of
assessment instruments were adequate and appropriate for the uses to
which they would be put.
Examination of selected variables analyzed longitudinally
suggest that an expected impact on project evaluation designs
stermiing from the more prescriptive 1976 federal regulations did not
materialize. Likewise, the hypothesized increase in detail and
sophistication of evaluation designs in year 2 and year 3 of a
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project did not occur. Rather, a small but statistically
significant trend toward less detail and documentation was observed
in continuation proposals. The third hypothesis, that formative
evaluation would decrease, while summative evaluation efforts
increased as the project aged, was not clearly supported by the
data. However a slight trend in this direction is evident in the
variables examined.
Implications .
Implications for local bilingual education projects are noted in
this section. In addition, the implications of this study for state
and federal agencies are discussed.
For local bilingual education projects . If evaluation is to
play a useful role in local bilingual education projects, there is a
clear need for improvements in the technical aspects of design,
instrumentation, data collection and analysis. Technical assistance
may be required to demonstrate to local project staff the ways in
which context, input and process evaluation may be productively
incorporated into the overall evaluation plans. And improvement is
clearly required in providing adequate descriptions of the bilingual
education treatment planned. These descriptions are needed both to
increase the utility of the proposal as a planning document, and to
provide the background against which any evaluation findings of
implementation and outcomes may be judged. The findings of this
study point to many weaknesses which require attention.
The fact that the projects studied did not measure up well in
terms of the thirty-three meta-evalation criteria cannot, however.
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be viewed as a unique failure of bilingual education. The projects
are in all likelihood fairly representative not only of Title VII
projects, but also of similar local school district efforts to
implement specific educational interventions with other categorical
funds, state and federal (Campeau et al., 1975; Horst, Tallmadge, &
Wood, 1975; Roberts, 1976). As was noted in chapter II, large-scale
evaluation studies often fail to meet many of these criteria, and
even the published educational research literature often lacks many
of the characteristics set forth in the meta-evaluation criteria
used for this study (Shaver & Norton, 1980).
Rather than lament the failure of twenty-five bilingual eduation
projects to meet the stated criteria, it may be appropriate to
challenge some of these criteria as inappropriate for many local
projects to attempt to meet, given the nature of bilingual
education, the transiency rates of students, the unavailability of
reasonable comparison groups, and the impossibility of controlling
some potentially confounding variables.
This study does confirm that conventional evaluation techniques
and procedures are incompletely or inappropriately applied in the
evaluation designs for the Title VII projects studied. It may well
be, however, that the true infirmities of bilingual education
evaluation have much to do with urgings from various levels that the
local project attempt to conduct research on the impact of bilingual
education, when what is wanted — perhaps, the only useful
evaluation effort possible — is thorough context, input, and
process evaluation as well as product evaluation, for the purpose
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of guiding the development of local ly-appropri ate programs of
bilingual education that do work.
As has been demonstrated, the meta-evaluation criteria which
served as the screens for judging local project proposals are
supported by a wide range of recognized professionals. The
literature reviewed firmly supports the inclusion of these criteria
in local educational project evaluations. But, if put to the tests
of local feasibility, cost/effectiveness, or utility to key
evaluation stakeholders, judgements regarding the appropriateness of
these criteria may differ from those of the professionals cited.
Some of the criteria may be found to be of little use for local
project evaluations, while others will be found to have great
relevance. The utility of the criteria will only be determined by
means of further research and investigation. As a descriptive
study, however, the present investigation has confirmed many of the
problems claimed to exist in the evaluation designs for bilingual
education projects, and previously found to exist in thousands of
local project evaluations of other educational programs (Horst,
Tallmadge & Wood, 1975; Roberts, 1976).
For state and federal agencies . The implications of this study
for state and federal agencies are that local educational projects
are not getting the evaluations that are needed to improve programs
for limited-English-speaking students, and that the agencies
themselves are clearly not getting the evaluation results needed to
document the worth of the programs funded. Local project
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evaluations are not designed in a way to produce what the state and
federal agencies ask for. Neither are they likely to provide the
broad research evidence regarding any of several tenable bilingual
education theories of action.
While local project staffs often remark that they believe their
evaluation efforts are misguided, and that they are mis-using energy
and resources in conducting these evalutions, this study suggests
that there may be much truth in such claims. State and federal
agencies will want to heed these findings as they consider the
feasibility and appropriateness of the evaluation requirements
mandated for local projects.
Recommendations .
Two types of recommendations are provided in this section. The
first consists of recommendations for further research on the
current topic, and for research on topics related to the
meta-evalaution of bilingual education projects. The second type of
recommendation consists of suggestions for specific actions by
federal, state, and local agencies to improve local bilingual
education project evaluations.
For further research on this topic . Additional meta-evaluation
research of bilingual education projects may contribute to our
better understanding of the present findings, and to advancement of
meta-evaluation as a useful research tool. Four studies are
immediately suggested by the current investigation.
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First, a r0plication of tho prssont study would S6rv6 to ass6ss
the stability of the meta-evaluation criteria and the data
collection instruments used to assess the extent to which the
criteria were met in the selected project proposals. This
replication should be carried on with a similar sample, perhaps in a
different part of the country, and should use a limited number of
highly trained proposal raters, as was done in this study.
A second study would test the 33 meta-evaluation criteria of
this study in terms of utility, feasibility, and cost
effectiveness. Both Q-sort and Delphi methodologies might be used
for such a study (Kerlinger, 1973), drawing participants from among
evaluation experts, evaluation practitioners, bilingual education
project directors and teachers, and various local, state, and
federal stakeholders in the results of bilingual education
evaluations.
A third meta-evaluation study would replicate the entire study,
including a re-review of some of the literature, and an update
thereof. This replication might be applied to the context and input
phases of bilingual education programs funded under Title VII, state
or local funds, or other federal programs such as Title IVC, Title
I, and so forth. The purpose of this complete replication would be
to test the methodology and instrument, and to assess any progress
made since 1978 in the quality of local project evaluations.
A fourth study of interest would be a meta-evaluation of Title
VII projects, focussing on the process and product phases of the
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evaluation. This study would require additional literature review,
and a data collection effort including questionnaires, interviews,
and a data sheet to extract information from completed evaluation
reports. The work of Alkin, Daillak, and White (1979) provides
substantial guidance for the design of such a study. The
examination of the process and product phases of local project
evaluation would enable the investigator to speak clearly to some of
the issues which may inhibit the actual implementation of useful and
appropriate evaluations.
For further research on closely related topics . Additional
studies, using meta-evaluation or other methodologies, may enhance
our understanding of the possibilities of local project evaluation
to produce the results claimed for it. One such study would be to
apply selected criteria from among those used in this study to the
meta-evaluation of non-bilingual programs, such as those funded by
Title I, Title IVC, Vocational Eduation, Mentally Gifted Minors,
Special Education, etc.
In addition, a broad study of the evaluability of Title VII
projects might discern key indicators such as the size of the school
district, availability of professional evaluation staff, number of
different language groups, recency of bilingual education need in a
community, etc., which might recommend for or against the choice of
certain evaluation designs or procedures in selected settings.
An
evaluability study should draw on the expertise of local project
staffs, project evaluators, and evaluation experts to assess the
feasibility and utility of various evaluation efforts.
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A third piece of related research would be to independently
generate meta-evaluation criteria for local bilingual education
projects by directly assessing evaluation stakeholders' evaluation
needs. This set of criteria could be generated by means of a Delphi
technique, or could be based on interviews or questionnaires to key
users of local project evaluation information. The criteria so
generated would be compared and contrasted with the criteria
generated from a review of professional literature.
For federal action to improve local project evaluation . This
study provides the basis for several recommendations to the federal
government, which, if implemented, would improve the usefulness and
quality of local project evaluations in bilingual education. The
federal government (specifically the Office of Bilingual Education
and Minority Languages Affairs - OBEMLA) should carefully examine
the rules and regulations related to local project evaluations in
light of the findings of this study. In so doing, OBEMLA will find
that some federal evaluation needs are not clearly stated in the
regulations (U.S. DHEW/OE, 1980), while others related to project
impact evaluations may be unrealistic demands to make on the over
500 local projects which annually receive Title VII grants.
Specifically, it is recommended that OBEMLA revise the
regulations to place a premium on context, input, and process
evaluation for all 'basic' bilingual education programs. To make
such evaluation useful for both local projects and for federal
accountability purposes, the federal government must issue clearer
standards of minimal quality for bilingual education programs
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funded under Title VII. These standards should extend to
specifications for qualified bilingual education teachers, to the
use of as a medium of instruction to develop cognitive/academic
language proficiency in LEP students, and to the specific criteria
set forth in the bilingual education evaluation screen used for this
study.
Secondly, it is recommended that OBEMLA encourage research
studies in a very few, we 11 -funded and monitored sites to obtain the
impact evaluations of bilingual education demanded by the
professional education cormiunity and by the Congress. OBEMLA should
make use of the new "demonstration" program category to do this and
to ensure that these programs become, in fact, demonstrations of
truly bilingual education programs, and not merely instructional
programs with "bilingual dollars" (Title VII) flowing to them.
And lastly, the federal government, including OBEMLA, NIE, and
the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation of the new
Education Department, should sponsor training on the appropriate
application of evaluation procedures to local education projects.
This training should include dissemination of information on how to
determine the types of evaluation most appropriate for a given
setting as well as information on how to plan and conduct useful
evaluations. OBEMLA should reinforce the role of Bilingual
Education Service Centers (BESCs) and the Evaluation, Dissemination,
and Assessment Centers (EDACs) in providing this training to local
bilingual education projects by funding positions in these centers
for staff skilled both in bilingual education and evaluation.
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For state action to improve local project evaluation. The
states having an important coordination role to play in the federal
bilingual education program. In addition, many states have their
own programs which extend to many local school districts that are
not reached by Title VII grants. It is recommended that state
departments of education concentrate outreach efforts in those
school districts known to have a capability to implement valid
conventional evaluation designs. They should use every means
available to inform the public about the potentials and limitations
of local project evaluation. The states should use whatever
evaluation resources available to them to guide local districts in
the planning of useful evaluations — starting from the point where
program proposals are written, and continuing on through the
implementation of the programs.
It is recommended that the states sponsor training and
dissemination for local district staffs and for independent
evaluators who conduct bilingual evaluations. This training and
dissemination should be coordinated with federal policy on
evaluation, and should extend to the unique requirements of each
state's legal and educational system.
In addition, it is recommended that each state establish its own
task force on bilingual education evaluation to conduct long-range
planning on how best to meet its short-term and long-range bilingual
education needs. These state-wide evaluation needs will be closely
tied to the local project evaluation efforts.
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For local school district action
. Local school districts can
improve the usefulness of local project evaluation by paying close
attention to the problems highlighted in this study. It is
recommended that local school districts assess the evaluation needs
of local administrators, parents, teachers, school board members,
and others, and carefully examine the ability of the local staff to
conduct useful evaluation of a bilingual education program. In
assessing local needs and resources, the local district will be in a
better position to direct the evaluation effort toward improvement
of a program for limited-English-speaking students.
The greatest challenge for local district staffs will be to
resist the pressures to conduct experimental or quasi -experimental
research in settings which hold little promise for the success of
such approaches. Other evaluation approaches may be more feasible,
appropriate, and useful. As has already been noted, the literature
review and the findings of this study lead us firmly to the
conclusion that experimental and quasi -experimental evaluation
designs probably have a limited role to play in the evaluation
efforts for most local bilingual education projects. The literature
tells us that such efforts have had little success in a wide range
of educational projects in the past; and the present study confirms
that neither experimental nor quasi -experimental designs are likely
to be used effectively in these bilingual education projects.
If, due to the requirements of some evaluation stakeholders,
such designs must be used, local projects must be prepared to invest
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a- great deal of time, expertise, and resources in the training of
staff, design of the studies, implementation of required controls,
and appropriate analysis and reporting of data. When demands for
these local impact studies must be met, they should be guided by
existing criteria for their design and conduct, and should draw on
the hard-headed guidance readily available in such works as Horst,
Tallmadge, and Wood (1975), and Tallmadge and Horst (1976).
If, however, these designs are not to be used in local projects,
then evaluators and local project personnel should be freed from the
burden of attempting such designs, and should set to work developing
alternatives (Patton, 1975, 1978). The alternative evaluation
designs may include substantially more effort in the context, input,
and process phases of evaluation, and a restructured focus on
product evaluation. If evaluation resources are used to document
program context, to help plan and manage inputs, to document and
guide program implementation, and to ensure that instructional
programs for limited-English-speaking students are continually
improved, then all of that context, input and process data will be
available to enable appropriate interpretation of program impacts
(products)
.
The re-ordering of priorities on product evaluation will require
a longitudinal view of student achievement outcomes, and must tie
hypotheses regarding these outcomes to some reasonable bilingual
education theory of action. It is anticipated that the findings of
this study may be of some use in suggesting the need to re-order
these priorities, and to include among the appropriate outcome
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measures such dependent variables as the overall improvement of the
learning environment, increased attendance rates, decreased grade
repetition, decreased school violence and inter-ethnic conflict, etc.
It is also anticipated that these findings may be useful in
those cases where experimental or quasi-experimental designs are
incorporated into local project evaluations. These findings
illustrate the inappropriateness of using such designs without the
imposition of appropriate comparisons and rigorous controls. In
fact, the meta-evaluation criteria could be used to guide the design
of a rigorous quasi-experiment in a local bilingual education
project.
Importance of the study .
For bilingual education . The present study places in historical
perspective the technical demands being placed on bilingual
education evaluation, points to some of the shortcomings of local
projects in meeting these demands, and verifies that bilingual
education projects have much in common with other local educational
interventions in not being able to meet a rigorous set of
meta-evaluation criteria.
Beyond this historical perspective, the study provides a set of
criteria as a point of departure in future discussions of what ought
to be incorporated in state or federal prescriptions for evaluation
of local bilingual education programs. In addition, these criteria
provide a firm foundation for future debate on what should be the
goals of evaluation of these bilingual education projects.
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For educational evaluation . The study is an example of the
application of meta-evaluation methodology to a real-world setting.
As a new field of inquiry, there are few such examples of
meta-evaluation. Both the review of the literature to produce the
meta-evaluation screens, and the specific approach to data
collection used in this study can be expected to be of use to other
investigators of similar topics. As such, the study is a direct
contribution to the methodology of research on evaluation.
Additionally, the study lays the groundwork for far-reaching
investigation into the role of evaluation in local educational
programs, regarding the evaluability of local educational projects
in general, and the ability of evaluation to meet the research
expectations of some audiences in particular. It is hoped that this
study can serve as a stimulus for this important work, and that, as
a result, educational programs for all students may be improved.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Abt., C.C., (Ed.)* The evaluation of social programs . Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1976.
Alatis, J.E., (Ed.). Georgetown University Round Table on Languages
and Linguistics 1970 . Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University
Press, 1970.
Alatis, J.E., (Ed.). Georgetown University Round Table on Languages
and Linguistics 1978 . Washington, O.C.: Georgetown University
Press, 1978.
Alkin, M.C., Kosecoff, J., Fitz-Gibbon, C., & Seligman, R.
Evaluation and decision making; The Title VII experience
(Volume 4 of the CSE Monograpn Series in Evaluation). Los
Angeles, CA: Center for the Study of Evaluation/UCLA, 1974.
Alkin, M.C., Daillak, R., & White, P. Using evaluations. Does
evaluation make a difference ? Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications, 197^.
Anderson, R.B., St. Pierre, R.G., Proper, E.C., & Stebbins, L.B.
Pardon us, but what was that question again? A response to the
critique of the Follow Through Evaluation. Harvard Educational
Review
,
May 1978, ^(2)» 161-170.
Andersson, T., & Boyer, M. Bilingual schooling in the United States
(2 Volumes). Washington, D.C^. U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1970.
Arias, M.B., Delgado, M.T., dePorcel, A., & Irizarry, R. Response
to the evaluation of the impact of ESEA Title VII
Spanish/English bilingual education program. Testimony prepared
for hearings of the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education, Committee on Education & Labor, U.S.
House of Representatives. Washington, D.C.: June 1977.
babel. Bilingual testing and assessment (Proceedings of the Bay
Area Bilingual Education League workshop and preliminary
findings). Berkeley, CA: author, 1972. (See in ERIC: ED 065
225)
Baca, R. Bilingual project evaluators: an overview. Bilingu_al
Resources, ^(1)» Fall 1978a, 32-34.
240
241
Baca, R. Bilingual project evaluators: an overview (Unpublished
manuscript). Los Angeles, CA: National Dissemination and
Assessment Center (Title VII), August 1978b.
Baca, L., Cervantes, H., & Torres, D. Use of bilingual testing
instruments in Colorado. Bilingual Journal. Fall 1978. Illfll.
10-14. 1978.
^
Bartos, B.B. A review of instruments developed to be used in the
evaluation of the adequacy of reported research (CEDR Occasional
Paper No. 2). Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, February
Benedict, L.G. Traditional research versus evaluation (Unpublished
manuscript). Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts, n.d.
Bernal, E.M., Jr. Models of bilingual education, grades K-3, for a
planned variation study ^ Austin, Texas: Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory, April 1974. (See in ERIC: ED 097 157)
BETA. Working documents for BETA workshop. Los Angeles, CA:
Bilingual Education Technical Assistance Project, Center for the
Study of Evaluation, Graduate School of Education, UCLA, 1978.
Bilingual Education Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-247, Title VII, Sec. 702,
81 Stat. 816; amended April' 13, 1970, P.L. 91-230, Title I, Sec.
151, 84 Stat. 151.)
Bilingual Education Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-380, Title VII, Sec. 105,
88 Stat. 503). August 2l, 1974.
Bilingual education act of 1978
.
(P.L. 95-561, 92 Stat. 2268-2284).
November 1, 1^78.
Bissell, J.S. Program impact evaluations. An introduction for
managers 0 "^^ Title VII projects. A draft guidebook. Loi
Alamitos, CA: SWRL Educational Research and Development, 1979.
(Prepared under contract No. 400-79-0048 for NIE and OBE, USDHEW)
Blanco, G. The education perspective. In Bilingual education:
Current perspectives, Vol 4 . Arlington, VA: Center for Applied
Linguistics, 197/.
Brown, B.B., & Webb, J.N. The use of classroom observation
techniques in the evaluation of educational programs (TM Report
Princeton, N.J.: ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests,
Measurement, & Evaluation, December 1975.
242
Buros, O.K., (Ed.). Mental Measurements Yearbooks Highland Park
N.J.: Gryphon Press, 1938, iy40, 1949, 1953, 1959, 1965, 19^.
Burry, J. Evaluation in bilingual education. Evaluation Comment.
October 1979, 6(1). Los Angeles, CA: Center for the Study of
Evaluation, Graduate School of Education, UCLA.
Bye
,
T . J . Tests that measure language ability -- A
co'^Pi'lation . Berkeley, CA: Bay Area Bilingual
TBABeL), 1378.
descriptive
Education League
CABE. a qualitative review of instruments used in bilingual
education programs in California . Berkeley, CA: California
Association for Bilingual Education & BABEL Media Center, 1976.
California Legislature. AB1329. Sacramento, CA: Assembly,
California Legislature, 1976.
California Legislature. AB3470. Sacramento, CA: Assembly,
California Legislature, 1978.
California Program Evaluation Improvement Project. Glossary of
terms related to educational evaluation . Sacramento, CA:
California State Department of Education, 1975.
Campbell, D.T., & Stanley, J.C. Experimental and quasi
-
experimental designs for research . Chicago, IL: Rand McNally,
Campeau, P.L., Roberts, A.O.H., Bowers, J.E., Austin, M., & Roberts,
S. J. The identification and description of exemplary bilingual
educational programs . Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for
Research, August 1375. (See in ERIC: ED 123 893)
Cardenas, J.A. Response I. In N. Epstein (Ed.), Language,
ethnicity, and the schools—Policy alternatives for
bi 1 ingual-bi cultural education . Washington, D.C.: Institute
for Educational Leadership, The George Washington University,
1977.
Castro, R. Shifting the burden of bilingualism: the case for
monolingual conmunities. The Bilingual Review/La Revista
Bilinque . January-Apri 1 1976, III (l), 3-2?^
CEMREL. Evaluator's manual for ”Venceremos!/We shall Succeed!”
PIP. Saint Louis, MO: Central Midwestern Regional Educational
laEoratory, 1976. (U.S. OE/DHEW Contract 300-75-0358)
243
Csrvantes, R.A. An exemplary consafic chingatropic assessment*
The AIR Report. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
Association of Mexican American Educators, San Francisco. CA
October 1978. *
Cintron v. Brentwood Union Free School District, No. 77-C-1370
(E.D.N.Y., 1977).
Cohen, A. A sociolinguistic approach to bilingual educat ion.
Rowley, MA; Newbury House, 19^5.
Cohen, B. Evaluating bilingual education programs . Hingham, MA:
Teach i ng Resources, 1979.
Cohen, D.K., & Garet, M.S. Reforming educational policy with applied
social research. Harvard Educational Review. February 1975.
^(1), 17-43.
Cooper, E. Test selection in bilingual education evaluation. Paper
presented at AERA Annual Meeting, Toronto, Canada, March, 1978.
Cooper, R.L. Research methodology in bilingual education. In
J.E. Alatis (Ed.), Georgetown University Round Table on
Languages & Linguistics 1978
. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1978.
Cordasco, F. Bilingual schooling in the United States: A source-
book for educational personnel . New York: McGraw Hill, 1976.
Cornejo, R. A criterion referenced assessment system for bilingual
reading. California Journal of Educational Research, November
1974a, XXV(5), 294-301.
Cornejo, R. A synthesis of theories and research on the effects
of teaching in first and second languages . Austin, Texas:
National Educational Laboratory, Pubs., 1974b
.
Cornejo, R., & Nadeau, A. The California Language Census
Survey: Field Methodol^y Issues (ICP Occasional Paper Number
One). San Diego, CA: Institute for Cultural Pluralism, San
Diego State University, 1978.
Cornett, J.D., & Askins, B.E. Multiple correlation as an
extension of one group evaluation designs . April, 1976. (See
in ERIC: ED 124 S^j)
Coward, R.T. & Cervantes, R.A. Identifying educational
significance. In R.T. Coward (Ed.), Planned educational
change: The experimental schools experience. Washington, D.C.:
Nie, 1977:
244
Coulson, O.E. National evaluation of the Emergency School Aid Act(ESAA): A review of the methodological issues. Journal of
Educational Statistics . Spring 1978, 3(1), 1-61.
CSDE. Bilingual education programs in California. 1975-1976
.
Sacramento, CA: Office of Program Evaluation and Research
,
California State Department of Education, 1977a.
The Evaluation of the California migrant program, 1975-1976.
Sacramento, CA: Office of Program Evaluation and Research,
California State Department of Education, 1977b.
CSDE. Bilingual program quality review instrument (BIL - PQRI).
Sacramento, CA: Office of Bilingual Bicultural Education,
California State Department of Education, 1978a.
CSDE. 1977 Language census summary . Sacramento, CA: Office of
Bilingual Bicultural Education, California State Department of
Education, 1978b.
Cummins, J. Psycholinguistic evidence. In Bilingual education:
Current perspectives. Volume 4: Education . Arlington. VA:
Center for Applied Linguistics, 1977.
Cummins, J. Linguistic interdependence and the educational
development of bilingual children. Review of Educational
Research
, Spring 1979, 49(2), 222-251^
DACBE. Evaluation instruments for bilingual education: An
annotated bibliography . Austin, Texas: Dissemination and
Assessment Center for Bilingual Education, 1975.
DACBE. Directory of ESEA, Title VII projects for 1977-78 . Austin,
Texas: Dissemination and Assessment Center for Bilingual
Education, 1978a.
DACBE. Summary report on the national assessment survey of Title
VII ESEA basic project directors' and teachers' needs for the
products and services of the national network of centers for
bilingual education. Austin, Texas: Dissemination and
Assessment Center for Bilingual Education, 1978b.
DACBE. Guide to Title VII ESEA bilingual bicultural programs.
1978-1979 . Austin, TX: Disseminiation and Assessment Center
for Bilingual Education, 1979.
Danoff, M.N., Arias, M.B., & Coles, G.J. Evaluation of the impact
of ESEA Title VII Spanish/English bilingual education program
(Volume I, study design and interim finoings). Palo Alto, CA:
American Institutes for Research (AIR), 1977. (See in ERIC:
138 090)
ED
245
Ddnoff, M.N., Arias, M.B., & Coles, G.J. Evaluation of the impact
o^f ESEA Title VII Spanish/Enqlish bilingual education program.
^ Volume IV, Overview of study and findings). Prepared for
Office of Planning, Budgeting and Evaluation, Office of
Education, Washington, D.C., by the American Institutes for
Research, Palo Alto, CA, March 1978.
De Avila, E.A., & Duncan, S.E. Definition and measurement: The east
and west of bilingualism
. Larkspur, CA: De Avila, Duncan &
Associates, Inc. August 1978.
De Avila, E.A., & Duncan, S.E., & Cervantes, R.A. Bilingual Program
Exit Criteria (Working paper). Sacramento, CA: Office of
Program Evaluation and Research, California State Department of
Education, May 1978.
De Avila, E.A., & Havassy, B. I.Q. tests and minority children .
Austin, Texas: Dissemination and Assessment Center for
Bilingual Education, 1974. (See in ERIC: ED 109 261)
Development Associates. A process evaluation of the bilingual
education program. Title VII, Elementary and Secondary education
act (Volume I: Findings-analysis-conclusions-recommendations)
.
Washington, D.C.: author, December 1973. (Contract No.
HEW-OEC-0-72-5019)
Dulay, H. & Burt, M. Learning and teaching research in bilingual
education . San Francisco, CA: Bloomsbury West, August 197^.
(Report prepared for NIE, Order No. NIE-P-72-02i6)
Eash, M.J., & Talmage H. Evaluation of learning environments (TM
Report 43). Princeton, N.J.: ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests,
Measurement, & Evaluation, December 1975.
Eash, M.J., Talmage, H., & Walberg, H.J. Evaluation designs for
practitioners (TM Report 35). Princeton, N.J.: ERIC
Clearinghouse on Tests, Measurement, and Evaluation, December
1974.
Ebel, R.L. The use of standardized testing (Fastback 93).
Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, 1977.
Ehrlich, A. & Ehrlich, S. Tests in Spanish and other languages ,
lish as a second language, and nonverbal tests for childrenEngl
,
in bilingual programs—An annotated bibliography.
Bilingual Education Applied Research Unit (BEARU),
College, City College of New York, 1974. (See in
852)
New York:
Hunter
ERIC: ED 074
246
Ehrlich, A. & Shore, M.S. Content analysis schedule for bilingu al
education programs: Bilingualism for conceptualization of
learning; New York: Hunter College, Bilingual Education
Applied Research Unit, 1972. (See in ERIC: ED 072 709)
Eisner, E.W., (Ed.) Confronting curriculum reform . Boston: Little
Brown and Co., 1971!
Epstein, N. Bilingual education: Does the student really benefit?
Los Angeles Times
. June 12, 1977a.
Epstein, N. Language, ethnicity, and the schools—Policy
alternatives for bi lingual-bicultural education . Washington,
D»C. : Institute for Education Leadership, The George Washington
University, 1977b.
Erickson, F. The politics of speaking: An approach to evaluating
bilingual-bicultural schools. The Generator
.
May 1974, 9-13.
Feldmesser, R., & McCready, E.A. Information for parents on school
evaluation (TM Report 42). Princeton, N.J.: ERIC Clearinghouse
on Tests, Measurement, & Evaluation, December 1974.
Ferguson, C.A., Houghton, C., & Wells, M.H. Bilingual education—An
international perspective. In B. Spolsky & R.L. Cooper (Eds.),
Frontiers of bilingual education. Rowley. MA: Newbury House.
wrr.
Fernandez, R. Rationale for a field-based research and development
project for multicultural-bilingual education. NABE Journal,
May 1977, l{3)
,
11-22.
Fischer, K.B., & Cabello, B. Predicting student success following
transition from bilingual programs. Los Angeles, CA: Center
for the Study of Evaluation, University of California, Los
Angeles, 1978. (manuscript)
Fishman, J.A. Bilingual education: An international sociological
perspective" Rowley, MA: Newbury House, 1976.
Fishman, J.A., Cooper, R.L., & Ma, R. Bilingualism in the barrio
(Indiana University Publications Language Science Monograph No.
7). The Hague: Mouton, 1971.
Fishman, J.A., Deutsch, M., Koggio, L., North, R., & Whiteman, M.
Guidelines for testing minority group children. Journal of
Social Issues , 1964, 20(2), 129-145.
247
Forgione, P.D., Jr., Kaplan, B.A., & Orlando, M.E. Evaluation of
compensatory education programs: Problems, promising
strategies, and recent trends. Paper prepared for the 1979 AERA
Annual Meeting, San Francisco, CA., April 1979.
Francisco, R. Third world population in California (Report of the
Intern Research Project Council on Intergroup Relations).
Sacramento, CA: Office of the Lieutenant Governor, June, 1977.
Gaarder, B. The first seventy-six bilingual education projects.
In J.E. Alatis (Ed.), Georgetown University Round Table on
Languages and Linguistics 1970 . Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1970.
Games, P.A. Limitations of analysis of covariance on intact group
quasi -experimental designs. The Journal of Experimental
Education
,
Summer 1976, 44(4), 51-54.
GAO. Bilingual education; An unmet need (Report MWD-76-25).
Washington, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting Office, Comptroller
General, 1976.
Geffert, H.N., Harper, R.J., II, Sarmiento, S., Schember, D.M.
The current status of U.S. bilingual education legislation
(Bilingual Education Series/4). Arlington, VA: Center for
Applied Linguistics, 1975.
Gephart, W.J. The eight general research methodologies: A
facet analysis of the research process (CEDR occasional paper
No . 6 ) . Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, July 1969.
Gephart, W.J. Evaluation: Past, present, and future (CEDR
occasional paper. No. 17) . Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta
Kappa, n.d.
Gephart, W.J. & Bartos, B.B. Profiling instructional package
^
(CEDR occasional paper. No. 7). Bloomington, Indiana: Phi
Delta Kappa, August 1969.
Gideonse, H.D. The relative impact of instructional variables: The
policy implications of research. The Record—Teachers College,
1968, ^(7), 625-640.
Gold, N.C. Toward ideal bilingual education (Unpublished
manuscript). Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts, 1977.
248
Gold, N.C. Evaluation of community involvement in curriculum
development in bilingual schools. In R.L. Light & E.H. Osman
(Eds.), Collected papers in teaching English as a second
language and bilingual education; Themes, practices,
viewpoints . New York: NYS ESOL BEA, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1978a. (See in ERIC: ED 135 238)
Gold, N.C. Description and analysis of selected Title VII, ESEA,
bilingual education projects in California—1975-78.
Sacramento, CA: Office of Bilingual Bicultural Education,
California State Department of Education, November 1978b.
Gold, N.C., & Cervantes, R.A. Instruments used in the evaluation of
bilingual education programs: A catalog system . Sacramento,
CA: Office of Program Evaluation and Research, California State
Department of Education, 1978.
Goldman, R.D., & Hartig, L.K. The WISC may not be a valid predictor
of school performance for primary grade minority children.
American Journal of Mental Deficiency
, 1976, ^(6), 583-587.
Golub, L.S. Evaluation design and implementation of a bilingual
education program, grades 1-12, Spanish/English Paper presented
to AERA meeting. New York City, April 1977. [Tee in ERIC: ED
137 332)
Gonzales, J.M. A developmental and sociological rationale for
culture-based curricula and culture context teaching in the
early instruction of Mexican American children (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). School of Education, University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, 1974.
Gonzales, J.M. Selected issues and concerns of Hispanic education
within the context of Brown and Lau . Discussion paper for
session on research issues, needs, and capabilities. In
Desegregation and education concerns of the Hispanic community.
Report of an NIE-sponsored conference in Washington D.C., June
26-28, l977. Washington, D.C., NIE, 19/7.
Gonzales, J.M., & Fernandez, R. Toward the development of minimal
specifications for Lau-related language assessments. Bilingual
Resources
,
Fall 1978, ^(1), 2-7.
Gowin, D.B., & Millman, J. Meta-evaluation and a direction ^or
research on evaluation. The CEDR Quarterly , Winter 1978, ^(4),
3-6.
Guba, E.G. Significant differences. Educational Researcher , 1969,
n(3), 4-5.
249
Guba, E.G. Evaluation and the process of change . Notes and papers
concerning the administration of programs authorized under Title
III of Public Law 89-10, The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 as amended by Public Law 89-750, April 1967.
Halasa, 0. A conceptual model for evaluation of bilingual education
programs. Paper presented at AERA meeting. New York, New York,
April 1977.
Hambleton, R.K. On the use of cut-off scores with criterion-
referenced tests in instructional settings. Journal of
Educational Measurement
,
Winter 1978, 1^(4), 27^-290.
Hein, G.E. The science of watching and wondering. The Urban
Review
,
Winter 1976, 9(4), 242-247.
Hernandez-Chavez, E., Burt, M., & Dulay, H. Language dominance
and proficiency testing: Some general considerations. NABE
Journal, Fall 1978, III(l), 41-54.
Hess, R.T., & Shore, M.S. Content analysis schedule for bilingual
education programs: Espanola bilingual education programs. New
York: Hunter College, Bilingual Education Applied Research
Unit, May 1972. (See in ERIC: ED 072 711)
Hill-Scott, K., & Grigsby, J.E. Some policy recommendations for
compensatory education. Phi Delta Kappan , February 1979,
443-446.
Hoepfner, R. (Ed.). CSE elementary school test evaluations . Los
Angeles, CA: Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of
California, Los Angeles, 1970.
Hoepfner, R., Stern, C., & Nummedal, S.G. CSE-ERIC preschool
kindergarten test evaluations. Los Angeles, CA: Center for the
Study of Evaluation and Early Childhood Research Center,
University of California, Los Angeles, 1971.
Horst, D.P. Checklist of potential errors in the ESEA Title I
evaluation and reporting systems. Mountain View, CA: RMC
Corporation, February 1978.
Horst, D.P., Tallmadge, G.K., & Wood, C.T. A practical to
measuring project impact on student achievement . United States
Office of Education. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1975.
House, E.R., Glass, G.V., McLean, L.D., & Walker, D.F.
answer: Critique of the Follow Through Evaluation.
Educational Review, May 1978, ^(2), 128-160.
No simple
Harvard
250
Irizarry, R.A. Implications of federal and state legislation on
bilingual education for the evaluation of bilingual projects: A
<"eview of the legislation. Los Angeles: Center for the Study
of Evaluation, Graduate School of Education, University of
California, 1978a.
Irizarry, R.A. Background work, planning, and developmental
activities of the Bilingual Evaluation Technical Assistance
Project—BETA (ms.). Los Angeles: Center for the Study of
Evaluation, Graduate School of Education, University of
California, 1978b.
Isaac, S., & Michael, W.B. Handbook in research and evaluation.
San Diego, CA: EdITS, l^TT
John, V., & Horner, V.M. Early childhood bilingual education . New
York: Modern Language Association, MLA/ERIu Clearinghouse, 1971.
John, V.P., & Souberman, E. Educational perspectives on bilingual
education. Chapter VII in B. Spolsky and R.L. Cooper (Eds.),
Frontiers of bilingual education . Rowley, MA: Newbury House,
Jones, E., & Davis, P.B. (Eds.). Final summary report on the
experimental schools project, Edgewood Independent School
District, Vols. I and IlV San Antonio, Texas: Development
Associ ates, August 1977.
Jones, R.L., & Spolsky, B. Testing language proficiency .
Arlington, VA: Center for Applied Linguistics, 197b.
Kamin, L. The science and politics of I.Q. New York: John
Wiley, 19^4.
Keleman, S.L. Oxnard School District Proyecto de Culturas
Unidas— ESEA Title VII, Surrmary of the Final Evaluation Report,
1977-1978. Northridge, CA: Educational Psychology System,
Inc., 1978.
Kerlinger, F.N. Foundations of behavioral research , 2nd ed. New
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 19/3.
Kjolseth, R. Bilingual education programs in the United States: For
assimilation or pluralism? In F. Cordasco (Ed.), Bi lingual
schooling in the United States—A sourcebook for educational,
personnel . New York: McGraw-Hill, 19^6.
Kosecoff, J., & Fink, A. The appropriateness of criterion-
rpferenced tests for evaluation studies (TM report 60).
Princeton, T^.J.: ERIC Clearinghouse oH^Tests, Measurement,
and
Evaluation, December 1976.
251
Kruger, W.S. Implications of accountability for educational program
evaluation
. Paper presented at the Tnvit-atinn;>i r^pforgnce on
Measurement in Education, University of Chicago, April 1970
(See in ERIC: ED 043 665).
Lau V. Nichols 414 U.S. 563, 1974.
Law, A. I. Handbook for the evaluation of multifunded educational
programs (2nd rev, ed.). Sacramento, CA: Office of Program
Evaluation and Research, California State Department of
Education, 1975.
Law, A. I. Evaluating bilingual programs (TM Report 61). Princeton,
N.J.: Eric Clearinghouse on Tests, Measurement, and Evaluation,
1977. (See in ERIC: ED 138 645)
Leary, M.E. Children who are tested in an alien language: Mentally
retarded? The New Republic , May 30, 1970, 162(22), 17-18.
Legaretta, 0. Language use in bilingual classrooms. TESOL
Quarterly
, 1977, 11,(1).
Lewis, E.6. Bilingualism and bilingual education: The ancient
world to the Renaissance. In J.A. Fishman (Ed.), Bilingual
education: An international sociological perspective . Rowley,
Ml Newbury House, 1976.
Leyba, C.F. Longitudinal Study, Title VII Bilingual Program,
Santa Fe Public Schools, Santa Fe, New Mexico. Los Angeles,
CA: National Dissemination and Assessment Center, 1978.
Light, R.J., & Smith, P.V. Accumulating evidence: Procedures for
resolving contradictions among different research studies.
Harvard Educational Review , November 1971. _^(4), 429-471.
Ligon, G., & Holley, F. Can researchers find true happiness in a
public school setting? A success story in bilingual education
evaluation. Austin, Texas: Office of Research and Evaluation,
Austin ISD, 1978.
Locks, N.A., Pletcher, B.A., & Reynolds, D.F. Language assessment
instruments for limited-English-speaking students, a need
analysis. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education,
DHEW, October 1978.
Lopez, G., & Cervantes, R.A. Education for limited-English-
speaking and non-English-speaking students (Report to the State
Board o? Education). Sacramento, CA: California State
Department of Education, 1978.
252
Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools. A brief review of
assessment Instruments for the bilingual student. Los Angeles,
CAi Author, May 1975.
Mackey, W.F. The evaluation of bilingual education. Chapter IX
in B. Spolsky & R. Cooper (Eds.), Frontiers of bilingual
education . Rowley, MA: Newbury House, 1977.
Mansfield, R.S., & Busse, T.V. Meta-analysis of research:
^
rejoinder to Glass. Educational Researcher
, October 1977, 6(9).
Matuszek, P., & Lee, A. Evaluating evaluation . Austin, Texas:
Austin ISO Office of Research and Evaluation, April 1977. (See
in ERIC: ED 137 417)
Medina, A.C. A comparative analysis of evaluative theory and
practice for the instructional component of bilingual programs.
Doctoral dissertation, Texas A&M University, 1975. (Reprint,
New York: Arno Press, 1978)
Mercer, J. A policy statement on assessment procedures and the
rights of children. Harvard Educational Review, 1974, 44 (1),
125-141.
Metfessel, N.S., & Michael, W.B. A paradigm involving multiple
criterion measures for the evaluation of effectiveness of school
programs. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1967, 27,
931-943.
Molina, H. Evaluating the effectiveness of a program used in school
situations characterized by high pupil absenteeism and
attrition. System: A journal for educational technology and
language learning systems
.
January 1975 3(1).
Molina, H. An assessment system in an instructional program designed
for Spanish-speaking children. System: A journal for
educational technology and language learning systems, January
1976
,
4 ( 1 ), 40-46 .
Molina, H., & Shoemaker, D.M. A preliminary evaluation of a
bill ngual Spanish/English program using multiple matrix
sampling. Los Alamitos, CA: SWRL, 19/3. (See in ERIC: ED 093
911 )
Molina, H., & Shoemaker, D.M. Comprehensive assessment of Spanish
language proficiency using multiple matrix sampling technigues.
Paper presented at the American Educational Research Association
Meeting, New York City, 1977.
Molony, C. Holding the evaluators accountable. The Urban Review,
Spring 1976, £(!)•
253
Morin, A.O. Handbook for educational program audit (Rev. ed.).
Washington, D.C.: Office of Education, Bureau of Elementary and
Secondary Education, DHEW, 1971.
Murray, S., Arter, J., & Faddis, B. Title I technical issues as
threats to internal validity of experimental and
quasi experimental designs. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of AERA, San Francisco, April 1979.
National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education. Third annual
report of the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education.
Washington, D.C.: Interamerica Research Associates, 1977.
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Hispanic
student achievement in five learning areas: 1971-75 (NAEP
Report No. BR-2, 1977). Washington, O.C.: Author, U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1977.
National Dissemination and Assessment Center, Los Angeles. Test
Review. Bahia Oral Language Test/BOLT. Bilingual Resources ,
1978, 2(1), 37-39.
Nay, O.N., Scanlon, J.W., Schmidt, R.E., & Wholey, O.S. If you
don't care where you get to, then it doesn't matter which way
you go. In C.C. Abt (Ed.), The evaluation of social programs .
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1976.
Nie. N.H., Hull, C.H., Jenkins, J.G., Steinbrenner, K., & Brent,
D.H. Statistical package for the social sciences . Second
Edition. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975.
Offenberg, R.M. Evaluation of a bilingual evaluation: Program
maturation and accountability. Reading Improvement , Winter
1973, 10(3), 45-53.
Office for Civil Rights, DHEW. Task force findings specifying
remedies available for eliminating past educational practices
ruled unlawful under Lau v. Nichols. Washington, D.C.: Author
,
mr.
Olivero, J.L. Bilingual/bicultural education: An ACSA discussion
paper. Burlingame, CA: Association of California School
Administrators, September 1978.
Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE), U.S. Office
of
Education, DHEW. Annual evaluation report on
_
.q,,
administered by the U.S. utfice ot Education, fiscal ye
•
Washington D.C.: Author, 19/ii.
254
O'Malley, J.M. Review of Interim Report: Evaluation of the impact
of ESEA Title VII Spanish/English bilingual education program,
Vols, I and II (Memo to John Molina, Director, Office of
Bilingual Education, U.S. Office of Education, DHEW).
Washington, D.C,: National Institute of Education, April 22,
O'Malley, J.M. Mandated research and clearinghouse activities in
bilingual education. NABE Journal
.
January 1978, n_{l), 25-29.
Ornstein, J. Toward an inventory of interdisciplinary tasks in
research on U.S. Southwest bi lingualism/biculturalism. In P.R.
Turner (Ed.), Bilingualism in the Southwest . Tucson, Arizona:
The University of Arizona Press, 1973.
Ortiz, F.I. Implementation practices of bilingual education
programs. Unpublished manuscript. University of California,
Riverside, n.d.
Patton, M.Q. Alternative evaluation research paradigm . Grand Forks,
ND: North Dakota Study Group on Evaluation, University of North
Dakota, 1975.
Patton, M.Q. Utilization-focused evaluation . Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publications, 1978.
Paulston, C.B. Ethnic relations and bilingual education:
Accounting for contradictory data . Paper presented at the
Interamerican Conference on Bilingual Education, American
Anthropological Association, Mexico City, November 1974. (See
in ERIC: ED 125 253)
Paulston, C.B. Viewpoint: Research. In Bilingual education:
Current perspectives^ Volume 2: Linguistics . Arlington, VA:
Center for Applied Linguistics, 19^/.
Pena, A., & Bernal, E.M., Jr., Malpractices in language assessment
for Hispanic children. In J.E. Redden (Ed.), Occasional papers
on linguistics. No. 3: Proceedings of the second international
conference on frontiers in language proficiency and dominance
testing. Carbondale, Illinois: Southern Illinois University
1978.
Perrone, V. The abuses of standarized testing (Fastback No. 92).
Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, 1977.
Petner, J.N. Evaluation in proper perspective. The Urban Review,
Winter, 1976, £(4), 248-256.
255
Pirsig, R.M. Zen and the art of motorcycle maintenance . New York:
William Morrow & Co., 1974.
Pletcher, B.P., Locks, N.A. Reynolds, D.F., & Sisson, B.G., A
guide to assessment instruments for limited English speaking
students! New York: Santillana, 1978.
Popham, W.J, Simplified design for school research (Unpublished
manuscript). University of California, Los Angeles, n.d.
Popham, W.J. (Ed.). Evaluation in education: Current applications .
Berkeley, CA: McCutchen, 1974.
Popham, W.J. Educational evaluation . Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1975.
Ramirez, M., Ill, Macaulay, R.K.S., Gonzalez, A., Cox B., & Perez,
M. Spanish-English bilingual education in the U.S.: Current
issues, resources, and research priorities (Bilingual Education
Series, No. 5). Arlington, Va: Center for Applied Linguistics,
1977.
Riles, W. Racial and ethnic distribution of pupils and staff in
California Public Schools, Fall 197? (Report to the State Board
of Education). Sacramento, CA: California State Department of
Education, Office of Intergroup Relations, November 1974.
Riles, W. Racial and ethnic distribution of students and staff in
CalifornTa Public Schools, Fall lj77 (Report to the State Board
of Education). Sacramento, CA: California State Department of
Education, Office of Intergroup Relations, November 1978.
Rios V. Read
,
C.A. No. 75-C-296, E.D.N.Y., Decision and Order, 1976.
RMC Research Corporation. Working documents for the Bilingual PIP
Field Test evaluation project (Miscellaneous unpublished
manuscripts). Mountain View, CA: Author, 1977-78.
RMC Research Corporation. Observations on the evaluation of Title
VII Bilingual Programs. Mountain View, CA: Author, February
1979.
Roberts, A.O.H. Foibles and fallacies in educational evaluation .
Mountain View, CA: RMC Research Corporation. April 1976. (See
in ERIC: ED 131 122)
Rodriguez-Brown, F.V., Cohen, A.D., Pitayanon, T., & Ripley, T.C.
Longitudinal design considerations for the evaluation of
bilingual programs. Paper presented to the Annua 1 Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association, April 1976.
(See
in ERIC: ED 128 416)
256
Rodriguez-Brown, F.V. The do's and don't's in regard to the
evaluation of bilingual programs. Paper presented at the
Seventh Annual Meeting of the National Association for Bilingual
Education, San Juan, Puerto Rico, April 1978.
Rodriguez-Mungia J., & Pereira, I. List of testing materials in
English as a second language and Spanish . Boston, MA:
Massachusetts Department of Education, Bureau of Transitional
Bilingual Education, 1972.
Rodriguez-Munoz, Dulay, H., Gonzales, A., Hoyos, J., Jenkins, M.,
Navarro, P., de Ortiz, M., Rivera, L., Siu, P.K., & Zusmen, R.
A proposed approach to implement bilingual education programs.
Research and synthesis of philosophical, theoretical and
practical implications . New York; National Puerto Rican
Development and Training Institute, Inc. 1973. (See in ERIC:
ED 144 343)
Rosansky, E. A review of the Bilingual Syntax Measure. In B.
Spolsky (Ed.), Advances in language testing. Series 1: Some
ma^or tests . Arlington, VA: Center for Applied Linguistics,
Rose, C., & Nyre, G.F. The practice of evaluation (ERIC/TM Report
65). Princeton, N.J"! Educational Testing Service, 1977.
Rossi, P.H., Freeman, H.E., & Wright, S.R. Evaluation: A
systematic approach . Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications,
Inc., 1979.
Rummel, R.J. Understanding factor analysis. Journal of Conflict
Resolution , December 1967, 1J^(4), 444-80.
Saldate, M., IV. The instructional domain in bilingual education:
The learner, the environment, and the teacher (Unpublished
manuscript). Tucson, AZ: College of Education, University of
Arizona, October 1977.
Sanchez, G. An analysis of the Bilingual Education Act, 1967-1968.
Doctoral dissertation. Amherst, MA: School of Education,
University of Massachusetts, 1973.
Sanders, J.R., & Nafziger, D.H. A basis for determining the
adequacy of evaluation designs (CEDR Occasional Paper, No.
20) . Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, July 1976.
Saville, M.R., & Troike, R.C. A handbook of bilingu al education.
Washington, D.C.: Teachers of English toSpeakers of Other
Languages, 1971. (See in ERIC: ED 035 877)
257
Schneider, S.G. Revolution, reaction or reform; The 1974 Bilingu al
Education Act" New York: Las Americas, 1976.
Scriven, M. The methodology of evaluation. In R.E. Stake (Ed.),
Peryectives of curriculum evaluation
. Chicago: Rand McNally,
Scriven, M. An introduction to meta-evaluation. Educational
Product Report , 1969, ^(3), 36-38.
Seelye, H.N., & Balasubramonian, K. Accountability in educational
reform programs through instrumentation analyses and design
variation: Evaluating cognitive growth in Illinois bilingual
programs, 1972-73. PgKruiry 1973: (See in ERIC:" ED 112 6351
Shaver, J.P., & Norton, R.S. Randomness and replication in ten years
of the American Educational Research Journal. Educational
Researcher
,
January 1980, £(1), 9-15.
Silverman, R.J. Assessment in bilingual education: The current
status and some implications for policy makers. Paper presented
to Annual Meeting of NABE, San Juan, Puerto Rico, 1978.
Silverman, R.J., Noa, J.K., & Russell, R.H. Oral language tests
for bilingual students: An evaluation of language dominance and
proficiency instruments. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory (NREL), 1976.
Silverman, R.J., & Russell, R.H. Relationships among three measures
of bilingualism and academic achievement. Education and Urban
Society
,
May 1978, 10(3) 357-362.
Simon, A., & Boyer, E.G. (Eds.). Mirrors for behavior: An
anthology of classroom observation instruments (15 Vols.).
Philadelphia, PA: Research for Better Schools, Inc., 1970.
Spencer, M. Selective review of Spanish/English tests of
achievement and oral development (Report for Office of Program
Evaluation and Research, California State Department of
Education). San Francisco, CA: Americas Behavioral Research
Corporation, June 1978.
Spolsky, B., Green, J.B., & Read, J. A model for the description,
analysis, and perhaps evaluation of bilingual education (Navajo
reading study progress report No. 23). Albuquerque, NM: Navajo
Reading Study, University of New Mexico, February 1974. (See in
ERIC: ED 127 066)
258
Stake, R.E. The countenance of educational evaluation. Teachers
College Record
. April 1967, 523-540.
Streiff, P.R. Some criteria for the evaluation of TESOL programs.
TESOL Quarterly
. December 1970, 365-370.
Stufflebeam, D.L. Evaluation as enlightenment for decision making.
In W.H. Beatty (Ed.), Improving educational assessment and an
inventory of measures of affective behavi^ Washington, O.C.:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA,
Stufflebeam, D.L. Meta-evaluation (Paper #3 in Occasional Paper
Series). Kalamazoo, Michigan: Evaluation Center, College of
Education, Western Michigan University, 1974a.
Stufflebeam, D.L. A self-study guide for educators: Alternative
approaches to educational evaluation. In J. Popham (Ed.),
Evaluation in education: Current applications. Berkeley. CA:
McCutchan, 1974b.
Stufflebeam, D.L., Meta-evaluation: An overview. Evaluation and the
Health Professions
. 1978, 1^, 17-43.
Stufflebeam, D.L., Foley, W.J., Gephart, W.J., Guba, E.G., Hammond,
R.L., Merriman, H.O., & Provus, M.M. Educational evaluation and
decision making . Itasca, IL: F.E. Peacock, 1971.
Sumner, G., & Ze liman, G. Federal programs supporting educational
change, vol VI: Implementing and sustaining Title VII bilingual
projects. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corp., January 1977. (See in
ERIC: ED 140 431)
Swain, M. Eyaluation of bilingual education programs: Problems
and some solutioriTi Paper presented at the Conference of the
Comparative and International Education Society, Toronto,
Canada, February 1976. (See in ERIC: ED 122 629)
Tallmadge, G.K., & Horst, D.P. A procedural guide for validating
achievement gains in educational projects (No. 2 in Monograph
Series on Evaluation in Education). Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1976.
Tempes, F.W. An analysis of the antecedent and transaction
evaluation components of bilingual education program evaluation
designs. Doctoral dissertation. University of Southern
California, in preparation.
259
Thomas, C.I. Testing and the evaluation of the minority child.
Viewpoints
.
July 1977, ^(4).
Tilley, S.D. An analysis of Q-sort ranking of goals and objectives
in bilingual education. The Bilingual Review/La Revista
Bilinque
, 1976, m{3), 271-228.
Tobier, A. (Ed.). First California conference on educational
evaluation and public policy
.
1976. Grand Forks. ND: North
Dakota Study Group on Evaluation, University of North Dakota,
1977.
Troike, R.C. Research evidence for the effectiveness of bilingual
education (NDAC Bilingual Education Paper Series, Vol. 2, No.
Tf, Los Angeles, CA; National Dissemination and Assessment
Center, December 1978.
Troike, R.C., & Perez, E. At the crossroads. In Bi lingual
education; Current perspectives, Vol. 5. Synthesis . Arlington,
YK: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1977.
Tucker, 6.R. The Linguistic Perspective. In Bilingual education ;
Current perspectives, Vol. 2, Linguistics . Arlington, VA;
Center for Applied Linguistics, 1977.
Tucker, G.R., & Cziko, G.A. The role of evaluation in bilingual
education. In J.E. Alatis (Ed.), Georgetown University Round
Table on Languages and Linguistics 1978 . Washington, D.C.;
Georgetown University Press, 1978.
Tyler, R.W. General statement on evaluation. Journal of Educational
Research
, 1942, 35, 492-501.
UNESCO. The use of vernacular languages in education (Monographs
of Fundamental Education, No. 8). Paris; UNESCO 1953.
USCCR. The excluded student. Mexican American Education Study,
Report III (5 Vols.). Washington, D.C.; U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, May 1972.
USCCR. A better chance to learn; Bilingual-bicultural education
(Clearinghouse Publication 51). Washington, D.C.; U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, 1975.
U.S. Commissioner of Education,
in the nation. Washington,
The condi tion of bilingual education
DTITTT U.S. DHLW, November
U.S. DHEW/Office of Education. A manual for educati onal audi torsi
Title VII. ESEA of 1968. Washington, D.C.; Author, 1970.
260
P';°9''a"is under Bilingual Education
^t_ (Title VII, ESEA). ManuaTfor project applicants and
qpntees . Washington, D.C.: Bureau of tlementary and SecondaryMucatTon, U.S. Office of Education, DHEW, 1971. (See In ERIC:
U.S. DHEW/Office of Education. Notice of proposed rule makinq
Federal Reqister
. March 12, 1975, ^(49).
U.S. DHEW/Office of Education. Bilingual education program:
governing grant awards. Federal Reqister. June 11.
1976, 41(114). ^
U.S. DHEW/Office of Education. Application for grants under
bilingual education program. Federal Reqister. Aoril 4. 1980.
45(67), 23208 - 23244.
^
von Maltitz, F.W. Living and learning in two languages.
McGraw Hill, 197?.
New York:
Vorih, L., & Rosier, P. Rock Point Community School: An example of
a Navajo-Engl ish bilingual elementary school program. TESOL
Quarterly
.
September 1978, j^(3), 263-269.
Waggoner, D. NCES' survey of languages. Linguistic Reporter .
December 1976, 1^(3), 5.
Ware, W.B., & McLean, J.E. A note on overlimiting the use of
analysis of covariance. CEDR Quarterly, Winter 1978, 11(4).
16-18.
~
Wargo, M.J., & Green, D.R. (Eds.). Achievement testing of
disadvantaged and minority students for educational program
evaluation. Monterey, CA: CTB/McGraw Hill, 19/8.
Weinberg, M. Minority students: A research appraisal . Washington,
D.C.: National Institute of Education/DHEW, March 1977.
Weisberg, H.I. How much does ESAA really accelerate academic growth?
Journal of Educational Statistics
,
Spring 1978, 3(1), 69-78.
Weiss, C.H. Evaluation research: Methods of assessing program
effectiveness . Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1972.
Went ling, T.L., & Klit, J.A. Meta-evaluation applied: The
evaluation of a large scale evaluation system . Paper presented
at AERa, New Orleans, February 19/3. (See in ERIC: ED 075 509)
261
Wholey, J.S., Scanlon, J.W., Duffy, H.G., Fukumoto, O.S., & Vogt,
L.M. Federal evaluation policy; Analyzing the effects of
public programs . Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1970.
Williams, J.D. Testing and the testing industry; A third view .
Grand Forks, NO: North Dakota Study Group on Evaluation,
University of North Dakota, 1976.
Worthen, B.R., & Sanders, J.R. Educational evaluation: theory
and practice . Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1973.
Zappert, L.T., & Cruz, B.R. Bilingual education: An appraisal
of empirical research . Berkeley, CA: BABEL/LAU, 1977.
Appendix A
souaczi CAiir.
?'i6Iie Sc.-.ool ulr»etet".-
"SOUScsi OE fcSM 450I.
.SOUHCZi
-jarl 1
^CUP.OSt Tizlt
filing ^>ta or narr^-tlv*
CO DIST
Count? Olatriet
?2. tZA Kacai
Ciatnct
??. GSANT Soi 0 0 3 7 |
oaj VO9 ) 13 ) I lU \:2J iljl
Pli. ACXCjSlIC TZAR CS'rZRZD 3T PSCPCSAX
‘
- 1975-76
6 - 1976-77
7 - 1977-79
3 - 1978-79
TITLE VII
Evaluation Study
INSTRUMENT ONE
CCDED BIi
DATS CODZDi L L
Znd cedlngi <
B«<in codinsi
tin*
Total Dodlnx tla*i {l3T^n4lSi57
HR Ks jaa Kir
AJRH. 1979
Offlc* of PTograa E'/oluatlon 4 Rtatarsh
C&lifomia Stata Oapartnant of Education
262
263
-2 -
CARD NUWBEP.
P5. APPLICATION TYPE
2
Wt
OE FORIA 4561.
9/76. #12, #17. Sc
Narrative
alsot "0007" number
gives year of
first fundingi
Grant No.
G00Z401352 was
first funded in
1974
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
0
New
Renewal
Revision
Augmentation
Continuation, 2nd year of project
"
,
3rd year of project
"
,
4th year of project
"
I Sth year of project
"
,
more than 5 years
Not specified
O APTYP
PROGRAM DATA - CONTEXT/
NEEDS ASSESSMENT
P6, how well does the proposal DOCUMENT THE BILINGUAL
EDUCATION NEED OF THE COMMUNITY, DISTRICT(S) AND
SCHOOL(S) IN-ZOLVED?
SOUP.CEi Narrative,
Needs assessment
1 - poorly
2 - less than adequately
3 - adequately
4 - thoroughly
5 _ extraordinarily well
0 - not documented I i
NEEDOC
7^
P7. WHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE TARGET COMMUNITY?
1 - total metropolitan area
2 - urban neighborhood
3 - suburban community
4 - rural commu.nity
0 - not specified
rniARGcoM
(23
)
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P8. WHICH INSTRUMENTS WERE USED (WILL BE USED) TO DETERMINE
LES/NES &/OR TO ASSIGN NON ENGLISH LANGUAGE BACKGROUND (NELB)
PUPILS TO THE TITLE VII PROJECT?
SOURCEi Needs assessment
narrative or evaluation
component
0000 - not specified
7777 - unspecified local instrument
0888 - teacher obseirvation
Use instrument codes from
File of Bilingual Education
Instruments. Include all
agrees.
NOTE I MaJee new cards
as necessary to add
specific instruments to
file
LINST
Language assessment instrumenti
Lemguage assessment instrumenti
Language assessment instrument!
(24 ) (25 ) (26 ) (27 )
1
(28) (29) (30) (31)
(32) (33^ 13'*) (35)
EMPHASIS OF THE PROJECT
P9. WHAT ROLE DOES THE PROPOSAL GIVE TO EACH OF THE FOLLOWING
PROJECT COMPONENTS AS A MEANS TO BOOST ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
OF NELB PUPILS?
1 - not included
2 - minor role
3 - moderate role
4 - substamtial role
5 - major role
0 - unclear
SOURCEi Total proposal;
general impression from
all documentation L
A) Culture amd history of NELB pupils
B) Development & acquisition of
appropriate curricula and instructional
materials
C) Community participation
D) Staff development and training
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PIO. ARE SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES STATED FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING
PROJECT COMPONENTS?
1
2
• 4 * **
SOUftC^Ei possibly with-
in Instructional com-
ponent or "cross-
cultural** component (**
yes
no
unclear
A)**Culture and history of NELB pupils
Development S/or acquisition of curricula
i/or Instructional materials
C) Eva.luation
D) Instruction (learner objectives)
E) Community participation
F) Project management
G) Staff development/training
Pll. TOTAL NUMBER OF TEACHERS AND AIDES DESIGNATED FOR
TITLE VII CLASSROOMS I
S0Utl(^6i Staffing plan,
management diagram,
budget, resumfis .
Code number
Insert number of persons
99 - Greater than or equal to 99
90 - not specified
A) TEACHERS
Number
B) AIDES
(40) ^ (49 )
TCHNUf^B
P12.
Number
HOW DOES THE PROPOSAL IDENTIFY PROFESSIONAL STAFF?
1 - resumfis
2 - list of staff by name and position
3 - list of staff positions, no names
4 - other
I
0 - not specified
(Tin V)
AIDNUMB
p
STAFFID
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P13. IN GENERAL, TO WHAT EXTENT DOES IT APPEAR THAT THE
TEACHERS AND AIDES ARE SKILLED IN THE LANGUACE(S)
OF THE NELB PUPILS ?
SOURCEi kesuinda, staff
assignments, use of L,
and English as media of
instruction. Assume
literacy if some hard
evidence availablei ie,
BA or MA in Spanish. .
.
English only
Bilingual, dominant In English
Bilingual
Bilingual & biliterats
Bilingual, dominant in language other than English
Language other than English only
otheri (p^ace 2. tox, and indicate at
either "Teachers" or "Aides" the
specific 'other'. Use this code
where there are two or more L-'s)
not specified or not determinable
A) TEACHERS
if note herei
TCHLANGS
B) AIDES
if ' 7 ', note herei
AIDLANGS
STAFF DEVELOPMENT/TRAINING
a.k.a.i "PRE-SERVICE or IN-SERVICE
(TRAINING)"
Pl4.
Sli; iWe
SOURCEi Budget pages i .
Staff Development or 2 -
Training sections 3 _
4 -
7 -
8 -
9 -
-
lectures
workshops
field trips
individualized program
study groups
programmed instruction
lemguage labs
IHE course(s)
otheri
not specified
~
MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES IN STAFF DEVELOPMENTi
ONE
TWO
THREE
INSACTV(L2.3)
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P15. LIST THE POUR MAJOR ELDIENTS OF THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT
COMPONENT FORi (A) TEACHERS. AND (B) AIDESi
01 - Cultura & History of NELB cuoils
02 - Culture 4 History of ELB ouolla
03 - Bilingual Instructional Approaches
0i - Methods 4 Materials of teaching L^ reading
05 - Methods 4 Materials of teaching sQbject
matter In L-.
06 - Methods 4 Materials of teaching ESL
07 - Testing 4 Assessment of bilingual pupils
08 - Curriculum development/adaptation
09 - Production of instructional materials
10 - L, skills I oral 4/or literacy
11 - English skills! oral 4/or literacy
12 - Theory 4 Philosophy of bilingual education
13 - Use of instructional nedia/technology
14 - Other instructional skills
15 - Methods of involving parents in the
bilingual school
16 - Other
;
00 - not specified
A)
NOTEi include only ac-
tivities planned or
scheduled for some of
the teachers or aides.
If the proposal pre-
sents only 'possible*
or 'suggested' topics,
cede '16' and explain.
MAJOR ELEMENTS FOR TEACHERS
ONE
) ( 60 )
TWO
WT
THREE
FOUR
(63 ) ( 64)
U 3 )
.4)
B) MAJOR ELEMENTS FOR AIDES
ONE
TWO
THREE
ATRNEm
(6?1 (63 )
159) 74
Vl ) (72)
(L2.3.4)
FOUR
(73 ) )
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Pl6. WILL COMMUNITY MEMBERS CONTRIBUTE TO STAFF DEVELOPMENT
BY TEACHING NELB HISTORY, CULTURE. */or UNCUAGE
TO SCHOOL PERSONNEL?
1 - yes
2 - no
- unclear
COMTCHSD
P17. HOW IS THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT TO EE PROVIDED ?
1 - Internal. Project staff plans i
conducts.
2 - External by IHE, earning credits
toward degree 4c/or credential
“ External by individual or aeency,
- Combination of 1 & 2
5 - Combination of 2 & 3
6 - Combination of 1 & 3
7 - Combination of 1, 2 i 3
8 - Other 1
9 - not provided/NA
- not specified
O
not IHE
PROVIDSD
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
P18. WILL THE FOLLOWING PARENT SERVICES BE PROVIDED ?
1 - yes
2 - no
^ - unclear
SOURCEi Parent Partici-
pation section, communi-
ty resources I note role
of parents in curriculum,
instruction 4 evaluation
sections as well.
A) Child care while attending
meetings y CHLDCARE
B) Transportation for meetings
^ ^
|
C) Travel & Conferences
D) Community liaison worker(s)
O
o
Lool3_01;l6
TRAVCONF
LIAISON
I
E) Newsletter I [ NWSLETRWT
o PARENTEDF) Parent education
P19.
TM NEiB COMMUNITY MEMBERS WILL PARTICIPATE
TItS^VII^ROJECT*^?^^
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THE
1 - yes
2 - no
9i - unclear
A) Member of advisory committee
(School, district, or
community level)
3) Plan 4 approve project proposals
C) Evaluate project
D) Develop needs assessment and
profile of the community
E) Participate in personnel decisions
(hiring bilingual teachers, aides,
& other project personnel)
ADVISCOM
PLANPROP
EVALPROJ
DEVNEEDS
PERSONNEL
F) Volunteer activities
(organizational, cultural, and/or
instructional)
G) Review & approve curricula and/or
j.nstructional materials
H) Teach NELB history, culture tc/or
language to pupils
[~f VLNTEER
(24 )
O APRCURR
O tchnelb
I) other I OTHRPART
P20. ARE THE NEEDS OF THE NELB PUPILS AND THE NELB COMMUNITY
REFLECTED IN THE GOALS OF THIS PROJECT?
1
2
SOURCEi Compare
Needs assessment, 4 3
data on community 4 ^
pupil characteristics
with goals of the
project.
yes, but language needs only
yes, language needs and some other
social, economic 4/or cultural needs
no
unclear
NEED60AL
270
INSTRUCTION
P21. FOR EACH CURRICULAR AREA BELOW, INDICATE THE PROPOSED
EMPHASIS ON THE USE OP L^^ AND ENGLISH AS MEDIA 2E INSTRUCTIQN i
_
Language emphasis
SOURCEi Instructional
component
1 -
2 -
3 -
k -
5 -
6 -
7 -
0 -
9 -
Notei code two l2uuaiage8*
LANGUAGE*CODESi
L^ English
none major
minor major
moderate major
major major
major moderate
major minor
Otheri (specify below)
unclear or not specilied
NA(Curr1c. area not Included In proposal)
1 - Spanish
2 - Portuguese
3 - Chinese
4 - Pilipino/Tagalog
^a Lb
5 - Korean
6 • Samoan
3 - 2 or more langs:
9 - NA
UNGUAGE *
LANGA
fn n
same emohas
1 1 j
(29 ) (37
)
0 - not specified
A) ORAL ULNGUADE ORALA 1 nIf only one language'
in project code "9"
for L^ column
(30)
B) READING READA
MATHA
n 1
C) MATH
TnTQ 0
D) SCIENCE
SCIENA D D
• Language here
means non-English
language
E) SOCUL STUDIES SOCSTUDA 0
[
y
1
P) FINE ARTS FINARTSA
(35) y
G) OVERALL INSTRUCTIONAL EMPRiSIS n n(If proposal does ngl specify (36)
use of L. and English as
media of-^instruction for /\|_INSTA
(44 )
A" - "F" above)
LAN6B
ORALB
READB
MATHB
SCIENB
SOCSTUDB
FINARTSB
ALINSTB
If "A" - "F” specified, code "9"
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P22. RANK ORDER THE THREE MAJOR BILINGUAL INSTRUCTIONAL
APPROACHES TO BE USED IN THIS PROJECTi
Bilingual Instructional Approaches *
1 - Preview-Review
2 - Concurrent
3 - Translation
k - Back-to-bac!c
5 -
6 -
7 -
8 -
English immersion
ESL
Eclectic
otheri
0 - not specified
A) FIRST
B) SECOND
C) THIRD
P23. RANK ORDER THE FIVE UNITS OR MODES OF INSTRUCTION* WHICH
WILL BE MOST OFTEN USED IN THIS PROJECTi
Units or modes of Instructioni
01 - Ability ^oups
02 - Class units
^
- Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI)
0^ - Cross age tutors
05 - Cross-graded or multi-age grouping
06 - Individual Learning Programs I IIP)
07 - Individualized Instruction
08 - Learning Centers
09 - Open space - Multi class units ('pods')
10 - Pull-out from mainstream classes
11 - Team teachi Aide & Teacher
12 - Team Teacht Dual Teacher
13 “ Language proficiency groups
14 - other
I
00 - not specified
A) FIRST
B) SECOND
C) THIRD
D) FOURTH
E) FIFTH
INSMODE
272
PROGRAM PROTOTYPE
V2U. HOW IS THE ISSUE OP TRANSITION TO "MAINSTREAM" (All
English, or Regular) CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION SPECIFIED?
I
jTRANSlTN
1 - Transition required ^ 3 years (5S)
2 - Transition required ^ 3 years OR
upon reaching FES (exit criteria qpspecified)
3 " Transition required upon reaching
specified exit criteria
4 - Transition implied; time and criteria
UOspecified
5 - No transition required ; Implied pupil or parent
choice to participate in at least some
bilingual instruction K • 12.
6 - other
I
^ - not specified
P25. CATEGORIZE THE LANGUAGE AND CULTURE
GOALS OF
THIS PROJECTi
SOURCEi careful reading
of entire proposal
• «
English (via mainstream instruction)
English (via 'immersion')
English (via ESL* only)
Transitional Bilingual
Bilingual - Literacy in English only
Bilingual - Literacy in English, and
?
artial literacy in L,
linguail - Literacy In English and L,
Bilingual - Fully biliterate and bicultural
[JpROJGQAL
9 - other;
0 - not determinable from data provided
* ESL is usually a component of "4" -
"8"
** Items "5" - "8" reflect an increasing degree of
language and culture maintenance
273
EVALUATION DATA
P26. IS THERE A STATEMENT OF AN EVALUATION MODEL
WHICH IS TO GUIDE EVALUATION EFFORTS ?
SOURCE! Evaluation
com'Donent
1 - yes
2 - no
i - unclear
EVALMODL
P27. WHAT IS TO BE THE POSITION OP THE EVALUATOR(S) WITH
RESPECT TO THIS PROJECT?
1 - Internal
2 - External
3 - Both internal and external
4 - Internal with minimal external consulting aid
5 - External with minimal internal aid
to EVALPOSN
- not specified
P28. WHICH EVALUATION TYPES ARE MOST EMPHASIZED IN
THE PROPOSED EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT? RANK ORDER
THE FOUR MOST EMPHASIZED!
1 - formative
2 - summative
3 - context
4 - input
5 - process
6 - product
7 - goal-free
8 - other!
9 - NA - no evaluation comoonent
0 - no types specified
A) FIRST
B) SECOND
C) THIRD
to
tor
to
EVALTYP
(L2.3.4)
D) FOURTH
274
-13
FORMATIVE EVALUATION
P29. LIST THE FOUR MAJOR APPROACHES TO GATHERING FORMATIVE
EVALUATION DATA FOR THIS PROJECTi
1 - taacher records
2 - internal evaluator observations
3 - criterion referenced measures as part of
curriculum packages
4 - locally developed criterion referenced measures
5 - standardized tests
o - external evaluator observations
7 - attendance or other unobtrusive measures
8 - survey, informal means
9 - otheri
!l ~ NA (no formative evaluation) or not specified
A) ONE
B) TWO
C) THREE
D) FOUR
FORMEV
SUMMATIVE EVALUATION
P30. TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE SUMMATIVE EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT
REFERENCED TO SPECIFIC PROGRAM OBJECTIVES FOR EACH
COMPONENT?
1
2
5
9
no reference
Minor reference
Moderate reference
substantial reference
major reference
NA/ component not included in project
unclear
A) INSTRUCTION OF PUPILS
B) DEVELOPMENT &/or ACQUISITION OF
CURRICULUM & INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
SEVPUACH
SEVCURIC
C) COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
D) STAFF DEVELOPMENT
E) PROJECT MANAGEMENT
SEVPART
SEVSTDEV
SEVMGMT
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evaluation DESIGNS
P 3I. WHAT IS THE BASIC PROCEDURE EMPLOYED FOR THE EVALUATION
OP THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTSi
1 - informal
2 - survey
3 - documentation
4 - interviews
5 - performance audit
6 - otheri
0 - NA/ component not included in oroiect
^ * not specified or will not be evaluated
A) PROJECT MANAGEMENT
B) DEVELOPENT &/or ACQUISITION OF
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
C) COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
EVDGM6MT
EVDGCURIC
EVDGPART
P32. WHAT IS THE BASIC DESIGN EMPLOYED FOR THE EVALUATION
OP THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT?
1 - informal
2 - survey
3 - documentation
4 - audit
5 - one-ahot case study
6 - one group pre-posttest
7 - otheri
9 - component will not be evaluated, NA
0 - not specified
EVDGSTDV
EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL
COMPONENT
P33. IS THERE A COMMITMENT TO A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF
PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT (as evidenced by establishment
of a system to trace pupils over time) ?
1- yes, longitudinal study described in detail
2- yes. details not described
3- NO
LONGITUD
P34. DOES THE PROPOSAL CLAIM TO USE AN EXPERMENTAL
OR
QUASI -EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN TO DETERMINE THE PRTORAM S
EFFECTIVENESS IN ATTAINING INSTRUCTIONAL GOALS.
^
- no
1 - yes, experimental
2 - yes, quasi-experimental
WT
EXPQUASI
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card 4
cols 01-16
P35. WHAT IS THE BASIC DESIGN EMPLOYED FOR THE SUMMATIVE
EVALUATION OP THE INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT ?
01
02
U:5
11 -
12 -
13 -
14 -
one-shot case study I
one-«oup pretest-posttest (17 ) (18)
static group comparison
pretest-posttest control group
Solomon Four Group
Posttest only control group
Time series
Equivalent time samples
Equivalent materials samples
Nonequivalent control group
Separate sample pretest-posttest
Separate sample pretest-posttest control group
Multiple time-series
informal
EVDGINST
other 1
component will not be evaluated, NA
not specified
EVIDENCE OF CONTROL
P36. TO WHAT EXTENT IS THERE EVIDENCE OF EFFORTS TO CONTROL
THE FOLLOWING CONFOUNDING VARIABLES IN THE EVALUATION
DESIGN (SAMPLING, DATA COLLECTION, ANALYSIS) ?
1 - no evidence or not clear
2 - little control
3 - substantial control
A) History O CONTHIST
B) SES o CONTSES
C) Maturation o CONTMAT
D) Sex CONTSEX
E) I.Q./aptitude/ability o CONTIQ
F) Initial language proficiency
CONTLPRF
G) Attrition/Accretion R CONTATAC
H) Teacher qualificatlons/skills CONTTCHR
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P37. OP THE FOLLOWING TREATMENTS, LIST THREE THAT ARE
STATED ^ INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN THE EVALUATION DESIGNi
Treatments
^OTEi possible # '9*
Includei bilingvial
educatloni focus on
affective goals (seU
concept, etc.)...
Code only those
treatments speci-
fied as Independent
variables. Consider
as Ind. var. any
treatment suggested
as (possibly) 'caus-
ing* pupil achieve-
ment.
A)
B)
C)
use of L. as medium of instruction
lower thin average pupil/adult ratio in classroom
teacher background matches pupil background
parents participate actively in school program
use of materials written in L,
ESL instruction ^
teaching of NELB history 4 culture
staff development/training
o'theri (describe below)*
not specified INDVAR
(L2J)
P30. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURES WILL BE USED TO
DOCUMENT PROGRAM TREATMENTS? (le, to document how
the program is actually implemented) LIST THREE
1 - teacher records
2 - observations and records bv staff members
3 - observations and records by external evaluator
k - survey/questionnaire
5 - Informal reports
6 - interviews
7 - miscellaneous school records
8 - othen
!l - not specified
H5Tr~7rP3TTr5rr
0's. then P38 Is also
all g's
DOCTRET
( 1 . 2 . 3 )
A) PROCEDURE ONE
B) PROCEDURE TWO
C) PROCEDURE THREE
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P39. WHA.T IS THE PRINCIPAX UHIT Q2 AJULYSTS IN THE
PROPOSED EVALUATION?
1 - individual pupils
2 - subgroups of pupils
3 - whole classes
4 - groups of classes
5 - schools
6 - entire Title VII project
oTT
UNITANAL
7 - other!
- not specified
P40. GIVEN THE ABOVE UNIT OF .UtALYSIS. WHAT IS THE SAMPLE
SIZE WHICH WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE EVALUATION 7
give total number of pupils
or classes or groups or schools
9999 - not specified
SOURCE! If pupils, end
all will be included,
use # 9 item 11, OE
FORM 4S61
(34) (35 ) \ 3^ t37)
SAMPSIZE
P4l. WILL THE FOLLOWING SAMPLING PROCEDURES BE USED ?
NblE : a "9" means
that total TVIl popu-
lation Is evaluated.
Random or stratified
assignment to control
or experimental groups
Is not coded here.
yes
no
NA/no sample drawn for evaluation
unclear
A) random sampling
B) stratified szunpling
C) matrix sampling
D) other, technique. Specify!
g SAMPRORN
y SAMPROST
SAMPROMX
SAMPROTH
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WILL THE FOLLOWING DEPENDENT VARIABLES BE CONSIDERED
IN THE SUMMATIVE EVALUATION OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL
COMPONENT ?
1 - yea
2 - no
0 - unclear
Pre-scecified goala
A) Oral language achievement - English ORALEN
Trrr
B) Oral language achievement - L^ Qoralu
C) Reading achievement - English
Ut^READEN
D) Reading achievement - L^^ [Ireadli
E) Math &/or science - English
„.MTSCIEN
\f*b )
P) Math Ae/or science - L^
^MTSCIQ
G) Fine arts 11f INARTwr
H) History & Culture of NEL3 pupils Ip^NELBHICU
I) History i Culture of ELB pupils rZlELBHICU
(50 )
J) Affective objectives M AFFOBJS
K) Attendance or grade repetition P ATTENDGR
Unanticipated outcomes
L) Cognitive achievement
M) Affective/A ttitudinal changes
N) School environment
( specify)
PuACOGACH
riuAAFFEC
T^TT
l^UASCHEN
riuAOTHER0) otheri
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Pl*3* FOR THE BASIC SUMMATIVE EVALUATION DESIGN OP THE
INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT, WHAT IS THE MAXILIUM AND
MINIMUM TIME ELAPSE PROPOSED FOR PRE-POST TESTING ?
3 months
4 - 5 mohths6-7 months8-9 months
10 - 12 months
13-15 months
7 - otheri
1 - not specified
PREPOMAX
D PREPOMIN
P44. ARE PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING OF TESTS
AND PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING DATA DESCRIBED?
1 -
2 -
3
-
-
yes, in full
yes, but limited
no
unclear
A) ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING TESTS
B) PROCESSING DATA
admscote
^9)
oDATAPROC
A) MAXIMUM (months)
3) MINIMUM (months)
1 -
2 -
1
-.
I:
INSTRUMENTS
P45. NOTE TWO INSTRUMENTS TO BE USED FOR SUMMATIVE DATA
COLLECTION FOR EACH DEPENDENT VARIABLE BELOWi
- not specified
8888 - unspecified locally
developed instrument
8989 - general school records
9999 - variable not assessed
Include complete 4-digit
code from CATALOG OF INS-
TRUMENTS USED IN EVALUA-
TION OF BILINGUAL EDUCA-
TION. Those not in the
catalog are to be assigned
a code, and added to file
A) Oral language achievement - English lORALEN
61 ) (62 ) ( 63 ) (64)
A
( 67 ) (68)
B
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P'^’S continued.
.
.
B) Oral language achievement -
9000 - not specified
8888 - unspecified locally
developed instrument
8989 - general school records
9999 - variable not assessed
C) Reading achievement - English
D) Reading achievement -
E) Math/science - English
F) Math/science -
lORALQ
IREADEN
G) Socio-cultural
(social studies,
cross-cultural, history)
H) Affective objectives
ISOCULT
A
B
lAFFOBJ
^
( 57) '( 55) ( 59) ( 60)
1
(61 ) (62 ) (63 ) ( 6k)
(49) (50) (51) (52)
(53) (5*+) (55) (56)
I) Unanticipated outcomes
[65) (67
)
(68)
(09)
I UNANT
A
(70) (71) (72)
B
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ADDITIONAX INSTRUMENTS
P46. LIST INSTRUMENTS TO BE USED IN THE EVALUATION OP
COMPONENTS OTHER THAN THE INSTRUCTIONAL ! lOTHCMP
NOTEi add cleF-lv -
described local instru-
ments to the CATALOG
0jll00 - not specified
8888 - non-specific locrl
instruments
8989 - general school records
C)
( 73 ) (7“*) ( 75 ) (76)
1
( 77 ) ( 78 )
r:
(79) (80J
CARD 6
ols ^1-16
_j_
(17 ) (18 ) (19 ) 120 )
P47. IS THERE A STATEMENT DESCRIBING THE LINGUISTIC, CULTURAL
AND PSYCHOMETRIC APPROPRIATENESS CF THE INSTRUMENTS TO
BE USED ?
SOURCE! "Rationale"
for choice of
instruments /
NOTE! refer to
instruments noted
at P45 , not P46
.
1
2
3
0
\
yes, limited statement
yes, thorough statement
no
unclear
A) LINGUISTIC
B) CULTURAL
C) PSYCHOMETRIC
O LIN6AP
O CULTAP
O PSYMEAP
P48. TO WHAT EXTENT ARE THE INSTRUMENTS DESCRIBED?
1
2
3
9
described in full, including form,
level, edition, publisher
described in most essential aspects,
although not in full
described in part
NA/ no data to be collected or no
assessment instruments to be used
DESCRINS
0 not described
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DATA ANALYSIS
P‘+9. HOW WILL INDIVIDUAX SCORES BE REPORTED?
1 - raw scores
2 - grade equivalents (GE)
3 - percentiles /quartile
4 - z-ecore (or other STD SCORE)
5 - GE gains
6 - raw score gains
7 - language categories
8 - other I
0
- not specifiea/ will not be reported
P50. HOW WILL GROUP SCORES BE REPORTED? List three i GRPSCOR
1 - raw score means
2 - Standard Deviations
3 - GE means
4
- percentile means
5 - z-8Core means
6 - mean GE gains
7 - mean raw score gains
8 - language categories
9 - otheri
0 - not speciried/wiii not be reported
List three I
A)
INDSCOR
P51. WHAT INPERENTIAL STATISTICS WILL BE USED? List three INFSTAT
1 - Chi^
2 - t-test A)
3 - ANOVA
4 - factorial ANOVA
5 - ANCOVA B)
6 -
7 -
regressions
some inferential stats, not specified
8 - other
t
C)
0 - not specified / /:ill not bo used
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P52. IS THERE A STATEMENT POINTING OUT THE LIMITATIONS
OF THE EVALUATION DESIGN, WITH APPROPRIATE WARNINGS
AGAINST OVER-GENERALIZATION OF RESULTS ?
1 - yes, limited statement
2 - yes, thorough statement
3 - ho
0 - unclear
Q CAVEAT
CODER no blank
please
boxes
17
APPENDIX B
INSTRUMENT 2
Demographic Data Sheet for 1975-76
Listing of Summary Statistics
SPSS
Item Variable
01 County and district of local project
02 LEA name
03 Type of assistance ITYPASSl
* 25 All "Basic" assistance
04 Total persons benefiting PuPOPi
Total 12,262
Mean (7) 490 (n, = 25)
R =« 150 - 1,327
05 Type of application |APTYP|
category n %
New 20 83.3
2nd 4 16.7
not specified _1 missing
Total 25 100.0
06 Total funding applied for |TFUNj
Total $6,014,443
Mean (H) 240,578 (n = 25)
R » 48,000 - 546,106
285
286
D12 Grade levels to be served by project
code category n r-
1 Preschool
2 K-6 9 36.0
3 7-9 1 4.0
4 7-12 1 4.0
5 Pre/K-6 4 16.0
6 K-9 3 12.0
7 Pre/K-9 3 12.0
8 Pre/K-12 3 12.0
9 Other
_1 4.0
Totals 25 100.0
Languages other than English of
served by project
students to be
code category .n %
3 Spanish 22 88.0
91 Portuguese i
Spanish 1 4.0
93 Chinese,
Pilipino i,
Spanish 1 4.0
95 Multi -combi nation
of 15 languages
_1 A.O
Totals 25 100.0
PradeSI
287
D7 Length of Project application. In months pwosi
code category a
—
H, ad.1 %
1 9 months „
2 12 months 5 20.0 25.0
3 24 months — —
4 36 months 1 4.0 5.0
5 28 months 2 3.0 10.0
6 60 months 12 48.0 60.0
0 not specified _S 20.0 missing
Totals 25 100.0 100.0
08 Total average dally attendance (ADA) of district
Total 197,859
Mean (x) 7,914 (a = 25)
09 Total limited English
applicant districts
speaking students (LES) of iflESI
Total 30,982
Mean (x) 1,239 (n = 25)
010 Number of schools to be served NUMSCOOl
Total 108
Mean (x) 4.32 (n = 25)
oil Total limited English speaking (LES) students to
be served by project
Total 8,646
Mean {7) 360
APPENDIX C
The following table is a key to the meta-evaluation criteria
used in this study. It presents each criterion, with references
from the literature reviewed (see Chapter II for complete
discussion). Included is an indication of which of the evaluation
screens the reference most directly addressed. The computer
key-words (SPSS VAR NAMES) for variables used in the study are
indicated, as well as the item numbers from the data collection
instruments. Instrument One items with "P", and Instrument Two
items begin with "D".
The thirty-three (33) criteria are divided into three
categories. There are twelve (12) criteria which fall predominantly
into the conventional evaluation screen ("C" criteria), and twelve
criteria are mainly in the bilingual evaluation screen ("B"
criteria). An additional nine (9) criteria were found consistently
in the literature pertaining to both conventional and bilingual
evaluation, and are therefore considered as a joint conventional/-
bi lingual screen ( "C/B"-criteria).
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List of Acronyms
BABEL
BETA
CABE
CIPP
CSDE
DACBE
ELB
FES
GAO
IHE
Ll
L2
LEA
LEP
LES
LESA
NELB
NES
NIE
NON-LESA
OBBE
Bay Area Bilingual Education League
Bilingual Evaluation Technical Assistance
California Association for Bilingual Education
Context, Input, Process, Product (Phases of Stufflebeam'
s
evaluation model. See Note 8, Chapter I)
California State Department of Education
Dissemination and Assessment Center for Bilingual
Education
English Language Background
Fluent English Speaking
General Accounting Office, U.S. Congress
Institution of Higher Education
First, or primary language. The first language learned.
The non-English language of a NELB individual.
Occasionally the Lj may actually be the weaker language.
Second language. English is the L 2 for NELB pupils.
Local Educational Agency
Limited English Proficient
Limited English Speaking
Limited English Speaking Ability
Non English Language Background (See Note 3, Chapter I)
Non English Speaking
National Institute for Education, U.S. DHEW
Non-Limited English Speaking Ability (i.e., FES)
Office of Bilingual Bicultural Education,
California State
Department of Education
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OBE Office of Bilingual Education, Office of Education, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Changed to
OBEMLA, Office of Bilingual Education and Minority
Language Affairs in 1980).
OCR Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare
OE Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare
OPBE Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation, Office of
Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare
SEA State Education Agency
TITLE VII A title of the Elementary and Secondary Education Acts of
1968 (since amended in 1974 and 1978) pertaining to
bilingual education. The Bilingual Education Act.
USCCR United States Commission on Civil Rights
USDHEW United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

